RECE‘VED | John Stephenso,n'v

17401 Cascade Estates Dr

/

JAN 16 2004 ‘Bend, OR 97701
BLM PRINEVILLE ‘ o
BLMFERGT . January 14, 2004
* Buteau of Land Management
Prineville District Office
'3050 NE Third Street.

Prineville, OR 97754
Re: Comments on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

First, let me say it is clearly evident that a tremendous amount of effort went into the :
development of this plan and EIS. You are to be comimended! As a wildlife biologist who used
to work for the Forest Service, I have written many plans and environmental documents. I know
these large-scale programmatic plans are especially difficult to develop, since they must address

so many different activities, fesources, and issues. It’s a huge job to synthesize, analyze, and
present so much information, and to develop management alternatives that both take care of the

- land and meet the expectations of people who want to use it. You have done an admirable job. I

patticulatly applaud your GIS folks — the maps in this plan ate vety well done!

What I want to bring to your attention.is an apparent error in the preferred alternative’s land

- tenute zone designation (as shown in Map 34) on the west side of the Cline Buttes Management
Atea. Map 34 shows that almost all of the Cline Buttes Management Atea is proposed for Zone
1 des1gnanon 'However, for some unexplained reason, two distinct areas are identified for Zone

2 designation: (1) BLM lands west of Fryrear Road, and (2) BLM lands along the southern edge

of the Management Area in Township 165, Range 11E north of Hwy 20 (see attached map). .
I could find no justification fot why these areas wete sepatated out in this way and it conflicts
with other aspects of the preferred alternative. 't wondering if it is an inadvertent error and

. tequest that you revisit the land tenure zone map to make sute these areas receive the correct

designation. -

The' fdﬂoxxdng'cllaracteﬁsﬁcs of these areas, as desctibed in the preferred alternative (Alt 7), are
what lead me to believe they warrant a Land Tenuré Zone 1 designation: : '

. »  Peck’s Milkvetch ACEC -- Map 7 shows that, under the preferred alternative, both of these
. ateas are within the proposed boundaties of the Peck’s Milkvetch ACEC expansion area,
It does not seem appropriate to consider trading out of lands that ate within ACECs and I
~ noticed that all existing ACEC ateas are designated as Zone 1.

. norig Old Growth Juniper Restoration area -- Map 6 1denttﬁes the area west of Fryrear

Road as a “Priority Old Growth Jumper Restoration” area. I noticed that all other areas
' recewmg this designation are also in Land Tenure Zone 1.

e  Secondary Wildlife Management Emphasis Area -- Map 29 shows wildlife management
emphasis designations for the preferred alternative. The western thitd of the Cline Buttes

Management Atea, including the atea west of Fryrear Road, is designated as a “Secondary




- wildlife mariagement emphasis area, while most of this Management Area received a
“Minor” wildlife emphasis designation. It seems like ateas receiving this elevated emphasis
designation should be tetained and I noticed that most other areas in the “Secondary”
categoty ate in Land Tenure Zone 1. ‘

o “General Areas Desirable for Acquisition” -- Map 34 identifies the gap between the -
Tumalo Management Area and the southern edge of the Cline Buttes Management Area as
a “General Area Desirable for Acquisition.” I assume the reason for this designation is the
clear importance of this area as a habitat connection and corridor for wildlife movement, .
not only between BLM management areas, but also as a linkage to the Deschutes National
Forest. Habitat connections such as these - between forest and high-desert habitats —- are
extremely important and increasingly rare given ongoing development patterns. .

Of equal significance, the entire Northwest Management Area is identified as a “Genetal
Area Desirable for Acquisition”, presumably for its importance as a key habitat linkage
between National Forest lands to the west and north and BLM lands to the south and east.
This Management Area is also designated as a “Primary” Wildlife Management Emphasis
Atea in the preferred alternative. Yet, it too is given a Land Tenure-Zone 2 designation. I
hope you will reconsider this designation. An area that is of ptimary importance to wildlife
and a key habitat connection should remain in BLM ownetship. ' :

I realize that a Zone 2 designation does not mean that BLM has specific plans to trade out of
these areas. However, the manner in which these areas have been ‘carved out’ from the adjacent
large block of Zone 1 lands has the clear effect of highlighting them as lower priority areas. -
Hopefully, you will agree that the information I have presented, from your own preferred

- alternative, indicates they do not desetve this lower priority status. :

Thank you for giving these comments your consideration. __

Sincerely, m o
v. ’ ‘ . M . .
' ohn S . ‘

tephenson
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January 14, 2004

Teal Purrington
‘Bureau of Land Management
3050 NE 3" St

Prineville, Oregon 97754

Dear Ms. Purrington,

As a follow up to our meeting with J. anet Hutchison, Robert Towne and Phil Paterno on September 30, 2003, I
am submitting this letter of interest in regard to the 318 acres of land located on 19™ Street just south of the '
County Fair Grounds in Redmond. As discussed this land belongs to BLM and is set aside for community
expansion.

“he City of Redmond is interested in the property for community expansion to be used for utility purposes. We

‘e currently undérgoing an engineering study and updating our Facility Plan for Redmond’s Wastewater
Utility. Although Redmond’s engineering study is not yet complete, it is estimated that Redmond would need an
estimated 25 acres for wastewater facilities with possibilities of additional land needed for irrigation purposes.

If you have any questions I may be contacted at: 541 504-3071 or 541 430-2977.
Sincerely,
P A C‘:.Qf:-_‘\;w Q{
4;';"\ N ~:\5> 1\;—\\‘%‘3&\
Kevin S. Curtis

City of Redmond
Wastewater Division Supervisor

cc: Mary Meloy, PW Director
Jo Anne Sutherland, City Manager
Janet Hutchison, BLM
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Comment Form ==

For public input on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental hrééivf;eﬁ

~ Today’s Date: l&\)a’!ﬁ Zﬁ(}.? | N 1 6 2004
~ Your name (please print): O Q@O\O\Dﬂ , ' JA

Representing (put an X in one box only) - WD‘TSR%‘;[\:C\;’%LLP

elf only, or
- business, organization, or agency (hst)

Street Address State, and ZIP: \CKéL{S (BU‘/DT\_[ L/}D@ qu;@
_’ Phone: zgq %%% j\’ —55% E-mail:

Important Privacy N otice: All written comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for
public review upon request, and may be published by the BLM during the planning process. However, as an
individual yot can ask us to withhold your name and address. All submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be
made available for public inspection in ther entirety. If you checked “self only” above, and would 11ke us to

witlihold your Haing, pit an X i this box:
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Comments....We’d appreciate vours

Public comments are an important part of our land management planning efforts. By giving us
your feedback on the draft, we have the opportunity to consider your concerns before we create
the final plan. Your input helps us identify those things we may have overlooked or not looked at
closely enough. We will consider your comments through a public comment analysis process.
This analysis identifies the comments that may trigger us to make factual cotrections, modify or
add alternatives, or supplement the analysis before a final plan is written. Our ultimate intent is
to create a well balanced and effective plan; one that will guide important decision making on
BLM administered public lands in Central Oregon for years to come.

In addition to your own ideas, please take a moment to think about the following questions and
consider them when writing down your comments,

% Does the range of alternatives adequately address the issues? How would you

modify the alternatives to better address those issues? Please be descriptive and

specific in your response (See Executive Summary for short version of the range of

alternatives or refer to the Draft UDRMP for the full description of alternatives). »

Does the Preferred Alternative represent a reasenable balance of land uses? Please be

specific in your response.

< Does the Preferred Alternative create the vision we want for future management of
BLM administered public lands in Central Oregon? If not, what do you think should
or should not be part of the vision? Is the emphasis in the right areas? °

< Are there relevant environmental, social or economic effects of the proposed plan . ‘
that we have not fully considered? If so, what are they and why do you thmk they ' )
should be considered in this decision? , i

S
o

Turn in your written comments at any of the public meetings, or mail or e-mail them to us
by January 15, 2004. :

i
Sl e D oedd
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RECE‘VED January 12,2004

JAN 1 6 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
. DISTRICT
UDRMP Project,

Attn: Teal Purrington
‘Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office
3050 NE 3rd Street
Prineville, Oregon 97754

Dear Ms. Purrington,

The Willamette Valley Grotto, in association with the National Speleological Society, has

- carefully studied the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental '
Impact Statement. We support the decision by the BLM to select Alternative 7 as the
preferred option, In addition, we would hke to make the following comments regarding the
1,000-page document.

Through out the document the BLM refers to Stout Cave as Pictograph Cave and only
four timesas Stout Cave. It was our understanding from previous communications
with the Prineville BLM that you were trying to re-estabhsh the historical name as
Stout Cave. -

On page 100, Table 2-15, Priority ranking of at-risk significant archaeological
resources, the contents that make up the “Significance of Heritage Property” are
missing from the document. There is no explanation of the meanings of items A, B, C
or D. We cannot determine what the rankings are for Redmond and Stout caves.

The Grotto finds it unimaginable the BLM would consider sport rock climbing in
Stout Cave in Alternatives 2, 3 and 4. On page 543, Archaeological Consequences,
the document says, “Currently, all caves within the planning area have not been
inventoried to determine their resource values.” How can the BLM risk damage to
undiscovered archaeological history by promoting a usage clearly adverse to the
resource? With the USFS policy on Road 18 to ban sport climbing, an opposing BLM
policy would certainly undermine the Forest Service position. '

On page 81, Management Direction Common to Alternatives 2-7, the document says,
“The use and/or possession of chalk or visually apparent hand-drying agents would
also be prohibited in Significant/Nominated Caves,” but later on page 199, this same
sentence appears in the description of Alternative 7. The statement appearing only in
Alternative 7 implies the BLM would allow chalk under the other alternatives. We
feel this is a mistake. In fact, from a cave point of view, Alternatives 5, 6 and 7 are



the same. ‘ \

We applaud the BLM for considering caves in the RMP for the first time and the acceptance
of the responsibility outlined in the Federal Cave Resources Protection Act. The decision to
fence and ban motor vehicles from the 40-acre Redmond Caves parcel will go a long way
toward protecting the caves on the land. The graffiti and trash problems have reached a crisis
level and considerable effort will be required to restore the caves to their original condition.
Caves restored and remaining in their natural condition is our and the BLM Vision for caves.

ool

Tom Kline,
2004 Chairman, Willamette Valley Grotto

personal address:

Tom Kline

5172 SE Logus Rd.
‘Milwaukie, OR 97222-4267
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RECEIVED

Fanuary 10, 2004 o JAN 16 2004

- Bureau of Land Management, ) BLM PRINEVILLE
Prineville District Office ' DISTRICT
3050 NE Third St '

Prineville, Oregon 97753
Upper Deschutes RMP Team,

As a concerned citizen that recreates in Oregon 1 would like to be on record as supportive
of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Oregon, especially Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how an
interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects our sport and the

“users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the resources to put together a
designated trail system in the areas proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in
Alt. 7 of the Juniper woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

I do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no motorized
opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a mistake. There is use
occurring in those areas currently, where will that use go? This is especially critical for
the Lapine and Prineville area residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equlpment listed at
$18 billion annually — the increasing use is not only not it reflected in the severe
limitations proposed for OHV use on BLM land, it appears to be prejudlmally
discriminated against. '

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density criteria to allow for the best use of the
land, and for a designated trail system that will succeed. Micromanaging your areas and
__ attemnpting to designate different trails for several different uses in the same areas

" management will fail, and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

BLM Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft Specific area 1ssues and .
objections;

In regard to Cline Buites:

' Pecks Milkvetch ACEC expansion — not what general consensus was during issue team
discussions. Increase of 6, ﬁBO acres impacts historical OHV use to an unacceptable
level.

Separate systems for motorized and non-motorized is not realistic and a

prescription for failure. It will polarize the users, decrease every ones area of usage,
does not support a multiple-use philosophy, micromanages the area, and will increase

- conflicts among users. You should be questioning the goals your agency followed that led
you to propose a "solution" such as this.



The management direction in Alt. 7 is unrealistic and beyond the scope of BLM
administrative resources.

The Tumalo canals are thought to be some of the best riding areas in the area and
too important to the users to close.

The Plan will not accommodate current use in Cline Buftes, and does not address
increased use/demand for the life of the plan. This is not logical, and it is not good
scientific problem solving.

The Interim Plan is not defined enough for comment,
In regard to Lapine:

Closure of historically open designation in all of BLM land bordering Lapine,
-except Rosland Play area, is not possible to implement with current resources nor

necessary for wildlife concerns, Wildlife does not need ALL of the planning area. Area

residents will be dramatically impacted without due cause. ’

Snowmobllmg needs to be exempt from the limitations completely.
In regard fo South Milican:

Issue team discussion of the area proposed an increase in the seasonal use that is not
noted in Alt 7. August thru April would be a necessary addition to recreational
opportunities considering all the recreational opportunities Alt 7 takes from motorized
recreation and it would not negatively impact wildlife concerns.

In regard fo Badlands:

This area is not critical habitat or deer winter range and ODF & W did not have issue
with usage in the Badlands. If wildlife concerns are minimal, it is not good
management to close it to OHV use due to social issues unrelated to the use, i.e,,
fence cutting, garbage dumping, partying and illegal hunting. The issue is inadequate on-
the-ground management by your agency. Own it, and fix it.

In regard to Prineville Reservoir:

Managing current OHV use by closure without any recreatlonal opportunities is
unwarranted

There are many opportumtles for unprovement in thls forusall I look forward to
discussing the upcoming OHV actions in the final management plan with you.

Sincerely,

Valerie J Ke g

3031 Adams Circle

Medford, Or 97504
- 541-608-1044



Qurta of Lmé{ Monan ot N
Ve hstnit o %ﬂ o
060 pE Thuidl M

Prnenil, 02 972

HEFRAAEEGD ”:i!iz]urﬁn_r]ff}:}:tjufu-i:ﬁrhLu;uﬁ)!1”151”«1}:114?{!



RECEIVED

January 14, 2004 ,

| JAN 1 6 2004
Bureau of Land Management : : © BUMPRINEVILE
3050 N.E. 3rd Street ' DISTRICT
Prineville, OR 97754
To Whom It May Concern:

I have read and reviewed the BLM Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and

have attended meetings to discuss the plan.

Of critical importance to me is the part of the plan that deals with the BLM Wierleske
allotment referred to in the plan as the Tumalo Block — 700 acre parcel south of Tumalo
Reservoir Road. This is a minuscule piece in the overall Upper Deschutes Management
Plan, but it is a critical piece to Rock Springs Guest Ranch since it provides the only
access corridor to our other permitted riding areas on the Deschutes National Forest and

Crown Pacific timberland.

Rock Springs Guest Ranch has been the steward of this parcei of land for over 35 years, '
dating back to 1968 when Donna Gill p{IIChaSCd land adjacent to this BLM allotment and
built a guest ranch. Grazing permits on this allotment were transferred when she bought
property in 1968, and at later dates we further formalized our connection through
acquiring a special recreation use permit and through the adopt a space program. Our

private land borders this property for 1.25 miles.

Inspection of this property will reveal that it is in excellent condition, especially
considering its proximity to Bend. Very little off-road vehicle use, garbage dumping, or

use conflicts have occurred.

I've tried to reference my comments to specific topics and areas of the plan, however,
the information is repeated in rhany places throughout the plan and is often commingled.

Below are my comments relative to the plan and the Wierleske allotment.



I. Special Recreation Permits & Designated trails(vol. 2, pages 200,207,208,
477,479)

A) All alterna\tives of the plan, except number 1, indicate that: .
“Special Recreation Permits for trail dependent annual use would only be issued for

designated trails that are part of the BLM’s transportation system.” (vol. 2, page 200) |

“This would change the overall managerhent emphasis of BLM lands in the planning
area in a fundamental way, removing the emphasis on exploration, user choice, and

self-creation of recreation opportunities.”(vol. 2, page 477)

As stated inlthe plan, designated trails are a new concept for BLM recreation that is a
significant change in direction from prior dispersed use. Accordingly, the Wierleske
allotment has no designated trails at this time. The BLM has requested that we GPS
these trails which we are in the process of domg

T B) Common to Alternatives 2-7 Spec1al Recreatlon Permits/group uses page 479
“Over the short term, all annual special recreation permits for trail use would not be
renewed until such use was authorized on designated tratis* that are part of BLM’s
tfansportation system. Over the short term, this would eliminate the two annual SRP’s

- for equestrian use in the planning area. However, this would also provide an impetus

for trail designation in areas that currently do not have any identifiable trail systems.”

Rock Springs Guest Ranch has had Special Recreation permits from the BLM since 1991

and has operated a horseback riding program on the Wierleske allotment since 1969.

Prior to 1991 the BLM didn’t deem it was neeeésary to have an SRP for this small piece.
| The prior owners of the guest ranch property, the Vansickle familsf, had also run a riding

~ stable at this location for many yeais.

Our business has been built around a riding program that is dependent on the adjacent

BLM parcel for trail rides and t0 access our other permit riding areas on Deschutes



National Forest(DNF) and Crown Pacific properties. We have spent 35 years creating a
reputation and building a client base for our week-long summer family program that
brings people from all over the world to enjoy a horseback riding centered vacation in

“central Oregon.

The implementation and approval of a designated frail system could be years away. To
eliminate our permits, even over the short term, will block our access to our other
permitted riding areasL A cancellation or non-renewal of our permit until the “designéted
trails” are implemented would devastate our business. If Special Recreation Permits
under these plans are only to be issued for use on designated trails, then the existing
permittees(Rock Springs Guest Ranch and Equinc Management) should be given a

reasonable time frame for this system to be put in place.

The plan needs to be modified to allow for our conﬁnued use of the Wierleske allotment
until such time that we can work with the BLM to develop and authorize these designated

trails and add them to the BLM’s transportation system.

C) “Over the long-term, as more designated trails (both motorized and non-motorized)
are developed, it is likely that this policy would direct annuél recreation permits fo
larger areas with substantial trail systefns. Smaller commercial operations and
commercial operators that are tied to a specific location(e.g., small guest ranches)
would have a harder time gaining permits if they are located adjacent to BLM lands
that do not have designated trails and lack the ability to shuttle clients to larger BLM
areas with designated trails.” (vol. 2, page 479)

Part of the beauty of a destination vacation is being able to recreate from the base
property. The horseback riding experience we provide cannot be duplicated by trucking
people to another location. The adjacent Wierleske allotment is contiguous to thousands
of acres of DNF land that connects all the way to the Three Sisters area wilderness
boundary(BLM maps of DNF in packet do not show current land configurations since the



Crown Pacific & DNF land swap). The BLM together with the DNF land is not a small
isolated block of public land. We have special use peﬁnits for horseback riding on about
2500 acres of this DNF land. In addition, we also have riding permits on about 4500
acres of Crown Pacific timberland that is adjacent to the BLM and the DNF.

D) “Large, group rides are relatively commonplace on BLM administered lands,
although no designated or maintained trails exist on BLM administered lands for

equestrians, and no staging areas have been developed for their use.” (vol. 2, page 307)

Rock Springs Guest Ranch maintains miles of trails on the Wierleske allotment.

II. Organized Group Uses (vol. 2, pages 200,479 )
“SRP’s would be required for all organized group activities involving greater than 20
paticipants.” (vol. 2, page 200) '

During our peak season in the summer, group sponsored ouﬁn;gsg this small area would

definitely create user conflicts with our operation. -

IIL. Recreation and toﬁrism (vol 2, page 554)
A) “However, while tourism and recreation have this important regional role, the BLM

lands within the planning area do not serve as primary tourist destiriations.”

In fact, Rock Springs Guest Ranch attracts visitors from all over the world to central
Oregon because of its summer family vacation programming. The core of this program is

daily horseback riding that takes place on BLM land.

The economic value of what we do is significant. What we call the Summer American
Plan(SAP) is an all inclusive week long vacation package. It includes accommodations,

all meals, recreational programming including horseback riding and childcare / youth



activities. We employ 50 staff during this time to take care of 50 guests a mix of adults
and kids. Twelve to fifteen fulltime staff as well as ten additional part time staff are

employed year round.

Less than 8 percent of our clients during this summer program come from Oregon and
Washington so a high percentage of our clients use air transportation to get to central

Oregon. Most of our clients also partake of other paid recreation activities in the area

 like golf, white water rafting and Wanderlust tours(canoeing, caving, nature hikes, etc..).

We are considered one of the best guest ranches in the nation. People looking for this
type of high end family vacation look at a wide variety of vacation options. Geographic
location is not necessarily important. They choose us primarily based upon what we - ‘

offer in terms of programming. -

The guest ranch experience makes avallable to persons all over the United States and the
world access to properties held in trust by the United States government for the beneﬂt of
the citizens. Most of these people do not have the knowledge equipment or time to

pursue these activities on their own.

We are open year round and outside of the summer program we operate as a conference

 facility.

VI. Trail Densities & Access points(vol. 2, pages 207 & 208)

A) “Designated trails would be developéd to serve as links to the Deschutes National
Forest lands to the west, as well as to providé sevei'al smaller loops within BLM lands.
The road and trail dénsity goal for the main block would be limited to a range of
approximately 1.5 to 2.5 miles per square mile(including Sizemore Road, a paved

public road through the area.)” — (vol. 2, page 208)



Although the Wierleske allotment is not part of the Tumalo “main block” the trail density

- seems very low.

Using the BLM maps I have for the Wierleske allotment I calculate the size as 800 acres,
not 700 acres. For example, does this mean that 800 acres divided by 640 acres(a square
mile) = 1.25 square miles? Using the maximum trail density of 2.5 times 1.25 = 3.13
miles of trail. If densities this low were used on the Wierleske allotment a single trail
running north to south through this parcel would use up 2 miles one way. This trail
densily Would make it difficult to achieve the objectives of “several smaller loops™ and

connections to the “DNF”.

Rock Springs Guest Ranch has a special use permit on the DNF(adjacent and to the west
of the Wierleske allotment) covering 2500 acres. Trail densities for this area have been

approved at a much higher level, at about 6.5 miles of trail per square mile.

The Wierleske allotment is not your typical central Oregon BLM land. The Wierleske

- allotment is heavily treed primarily with juniper and a fair amount of ponderosa pine.

Visibility is probably less than 50 yards in many areas of this allotment. This may lend
1tself to higher trail density, since you cannot see people on another trail that may not be
that far away. Also, this is nota square piece of land, but a rather long piece north to
south. The other lands we have penmts on, DNF and Crown Pacific, each have frontage
of 1 mile of common boundary on the BLM. Most of the travel through this BLM parcel
is east / west with some connecting loops north and south. To alleviate bottle necks we
have multiple connections from the BLM onto DNF and Crown Pacific our east / west
access corridor. The DNF accesses that connect to the BLM are DNF permitted
designated trails. '

A 1.5 to 2.5 miles of trail density would probably also cause conflicts among non
motorized users(walkers, joggers, mountain bikers and equestrians) since they all would
be confined to so few trails within this region. The quality of peoples experience is

diminished when you see, or run into, other people. This low trail density would also not



allow for any rotation and variety of use of trails. For us, when people ate here for a
week’s vacation with the possibility of up to 14 rides during that week, multiple trails are

important to provide variety, rotation of trails, and reduce the bottlenecks.

The Guest Ranch has 1.25 miles of frontage on the Wierleske allotment and currently has
at least 7 access points along this frontage. Multiple rides depart the ranch at roughly the
same time each morning and afternoon during the summer months. To avoid bottlenecks,
we disperse the rides to various routes. This not only provides for a better experience,
buf it is a safety issue. The heavy dust and bunching of horses creates an unsafe
environment. During our summer season, even though we accommodate up to 50 guests
per week, horseback rides are always lead by a guide and are conducted in small groups
of usually not more than 7 riders. The guest ranch riding activity is much lower during
the spring and fall and almost non-existent during the winter. This fits Wéll with the

winter deer range management.

Many people live in Tumalo because of the public recreation options close by. The idea
of riding your hotse from your barn fo miles of oﬁm. ;f;f;;i)péaling and often
 why they bought their property out here. Our neighbors also ride, bike, walk and jog
through our property to gain access to the public lands to the west of the guest ranch
along our 1.25 mile border with the BLM. Our 660 acre propérty border has more than a
dozen contiguous neighbors and they have neighbors around them that ride through them
and us. This is another reason that we need multiple BLM/Rock Springs Guest Ranch

- access points.

The plan should consider gréater trail densities and non-motorized access connections to
other adjacent lands. |

Map attached showing adjacent DNF, Crown paciﬁé boundary and Rock Spﬁngs
Guest Ranch boundary. |



B) “Roads would be retained or developed in the Tumalo block only to the extent
necessary to create or access parking areas, trailheads or developed sites, or to serve

existing administrative use.” (vol. 2, page 208)

Would Rock Springs Guest Ranch have vehicular access to fulfill our obligations for
grazing permits, fence repair and maintenance, and emefgency evacuation in case of an
accident?

In several sections, Sizemore road is described in the plan as a paved public road, it is not

paved and it is a rbugh gravel road that gets limited use.

V. Stewardship (vol. 2, paged71)
A) “Diversity of recreation opportunities is dependent upon the BLM and its partners
to provide facilities, services and active resource and social management.” (vol. 2, page

471)

Throughout the plan there are many references to “BLM partners” and volunteers. Rock

Springs Guest Ranch has taken care of this piccc of land for decades. Garbage .removal,
reporﬁng of fires and unusual or illégal éctivities; fghce maintenance, trail closures, etc..
Tt is our intention to continue our relationship with the BLM and help them éccomplish
their goals for the Wierleske allotment. In past ifears we have offered our help to the
BILM to GPS and formalize the trail system and estabﬁsh a “trailhead”, parking area, and
restrict motorized access to this land. Much of this could not be accomﬁlished until the
“plan” was in place. ,

We will continue to monitor activity on this land for resource damage, use conflicts,
illegal use, dumping, etc. | | |

Thank you for your time!

Sincerely,

, 7
hn Gill / :
mailed and postal
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RECEIVED |

Danny Clark
- JAN 15 2004 - 8407NW 31% St
Terrebonne, Ore. 97760

BLM PRINEVILLE
‘ , o - DISTRICT
Deschutes Resource Management Plan

I would like to respond to the Upper Deschlites_ Resource Management Plan.

The first issue I would like to address is STEAMBOAT ROCK AREA. I have lived
in this are for 29 years. I have seen a lot of changes over that time. The most impact I
think T have. seen; is the claiming of private property; putting up ferices and posting the
property to keep people out; which they have every right to do. It has blown me away at

‘times to see what I thought was public and what was private. Times sure changed, both -

with standards of conduct and population growth. I understand BLM’s stance of wanting

‘to close this area off to just smaller off road vehicles and shut down target practicing. It is

nice that BLM considered Hunting Season as the only reason to discharge a firearm in
this area, but more needs to be considered. I live next to BLM land. While sometimes the

 target practicing is annoying, it is not. A big problem as far as bullets passing by, the deer * -
- don’t seem to change their hab1ts when this happens. They arrive at my hay at the same )
- time and spend the night.

I think a better aw_areness campaign, of such things like uée of a backstop when

.shooting, take your target when you lea\}e, and don’t be careless while shooting; this is
serious business and would help. I think it is nice to leave an area open for hunting season-—-

was nice, but if we leave the coyotes unchecked, there is going to be a bigger problem
with them. You should hear the different packs, howling back and forth to each other
now. We have lost several sheep to coyotes and it is getting worse each year.-

As far-as garbage dumping, it is always going to happen no matter what you do.
People are cheap or lazy. If you would do a road closure it wouldn’t be as deep as some
dumping in the interior, but it will happen. We have people dumping their garbage at the
end of our driveway every once in a while. I think enforcing the law would work better.

" For example, in the late 70°s T was walking out on BLM land and I came upon several

pickup loads of empty paint cans, and old files from a Body Shop. I believe it was -
Redmond Auto Body and Repair. I called the Sheriff's Department and nothing

- happened. The cans remained to rust away; this was in the days when you didn’t have to

pay to take the stuff to the dump, if I remember right.

I enjoy being able to ride my horses, walking, and just getting in my pickup and drive

| around, or just park in the m1dd1e of somewhere to enjoy the peace and quiet, and relieve

alot of stress.

Secondly 1s_ the POWELL BUTTE AREA. While I haven’t been up to the Powell
Butte area in quite a while I noticed on Page 13 Vol. 3, it says continued designation for
Powell Buttes, as RNA/ACECs It states no collection of any rock materials for Rock .
Hounds. For one, I wasn’t aware that rock hounding was illegal up in the region or maybe



this is going to be a new rule. There is some very unusual Agate that was created in this

~ region, e.g. some purple lace agate and clear agate with 3D dimensional shapes inside. As
far as Animal Control, such as Coyotes ahd Cougars, You're going to have some
problems; domestic animals are easier to hunt, eat, and kill. In my opinion Powell Buttes

are semi safe from over use, it is almost impos‘sible' to find any access. This place is

nothing like it used to be. Doesn’t FLPMA mandate BLM to rnanage lands and not cut
off lands for multiple uses.

Iama ﬁequent user of BLM as well as a volunteer to' check Guzzlers around The
Glass butte and Hampton area. ] wouldn’t want you to think that I am just a user; one of
the activities I enjoy is Rock hounding. It is appearing as if you want to confine Rock
hounds to 4 areas, I can understand how these areas would be great for tourists, but are no

means places I would want to be restricted to. . It appears BLM wants to close off some =

existing roads to create larger parcels of Habitat. To one degree I can agree. To another
the facts don’t bare out your conclusions as I have experienced them. Wildlife is no
different than anything else in the world. They seek out the easiest way to live, with the
least amount of people contact. I'm sure you’ll have to agree it’s undeveloped, native,
natural lands such as BLM and the Forest Service ground that borders farm ground,

~ especially hay fields that support the highest percentages of wildlife; birds and rabbits

excluded. One of the things that bother me about closing off roads, is access for all. The
way I see it is environmentalists and the few young people that like to get away from it
all, would like to close everything off, as much as they can. Here is the problem, as a
person gets older, he cannot walk places he used to drive to; to enjoy. Why pumsh the
people who would probably do the least amount of damage

1 have had some older folks as ﬁiends. We Would go out cutting wood, hunting, or
- prospecting. We would try to go to special places they used to go, only to find the road
had been blocked off. Some places are just neat to go to see or just have a picnic. Here’s
one example, Rupert Davis wanted to show me a special spring that ran year around. He
and his family would drive to this place with lots of empty containers; they would picnic
and fill all the containers before their return trip home. Granted this was only done when

-roads conditions and weather were favorable. It was a special treat. When he tried to

show me the spot, the road was blocked off and it would have been a 2-mile walk or so,
‘just to get to the spring. Rupert was in his late 70’s and couldn’t make the round trip if he
‘wanted to. He was sure.disappointed. Over the years a few places I could drive to are
block off by BLM/USFS, but I can still walk. Think of the favorite places that you can
drive to. We have all sorts of modification for the handicapped in the city, but they can be
shut out in the country. There will always be people who break the law and are
inconsiderate of others around them, they should be cited and fined. It’s not right to
punish everyone. A lot of people are moving into Central Oregon and don’t like certain

* things or ways things are being done. Maybe they should move back to where they came

from, since the place they came from is so great. I live next door to BLM ground and a
lot seems to go on at times. To top that off, I live next to a Cinder Pit that is mined from
time to time. I chose to live here and that is how things are, so a little noise and a little
dust are no big deal. That’s life in the country, just a side comment; I work haying

equipment in the middle of the night. Deschutes County has a rule, you move to farming



country and you better expect these things to happen. Deschutes County will not cite a
farmer doing his work no matter the noise level. If he is putting up a crop. I don’t think
we need- more regulations, just enforcement of laws and regulations on the books. If we
were all considerate of the other person, the next person to come along would have a
great experience also. For the jerks out and about maybe we need a hot line to turn them
in. Then Law Enforcement needs to fry them. I understand closing certain areas for a
period of time to accommodate Wmtermg wildlife and reduce the wear and tear on
weather sensitive roads. I am all for giving a safe haven, when they are so very stressed
due to cold weather, lacks water and food. I can wait the 5 months of so, but the rest of
my life, YUCK!! I am not suggesting new roads either except to accommodate logging
and mining. Is there another way to keep the Bad Lands roadless and vehicle ﬁ‘ee without
making it a Wilderness? - »

I think of things, what if a fire runs through there, it will be just a lot of charred
. remains. Don’t we have enough examples already? Look at Mill Creek Wilderness area.
The area was once managed forest; along time ago, with roads running through it. Then it
became a Wilderness Area to be used by a few people. Now it is a charred, wasted trees,
that was salvageable. Now we’re going to have a lot of windfalls, lying on top of each
other, making travel on foot difficult. The downfalls then become another fire hazard as
grass, and brush grows up around the dead wood and another fire could break out. I can
understand some Wilderness Areas like Eagle Cap or Mt. Whitney, or wherever. Some
don’t make sense, such as, Mill Créek and soon to be, it sounds like, the Badlands. '

. —Ihope this set of opinions matter to some degree I know you all have put in a lot of
time and energy to have speclal alternatives. Thank you for giving public time and
miaterials to read to at least put in a comment or two. I hope this isn’t as an ex-employee
put it; BLM only wants comments, so they can form a response to the public for the plan
that they have already formulated, and that is just the way it is going to be.

Thank you for you tnne,

Danny Clark

y






Bureau of Land Management REOE\\’ED |
Prineville District Office IR : v

3050 NE 3 Street | - | JAN 2 0 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 N——T

Att: Mollie Chaudet

As an avid four wheeler in Central Oregon I can not find any reference in your Upper
Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement which mention
my form of recreation. I enjoy Rock Crawling in my four wheel-drive vehicle as do many of
my friends. I would like to offer my knowledge and skills in developing an area that wonld
remain open for years to come for Rock Climbing. In the past I have work with your agency to
developed one but to date no area has been designate for this growing recreation. All of the
other Rock Climbing Trails are on public lands in this nation. There are many areas which
would be ideal for this recreation with in your planning area.

Iam a avid Four-Wheeler and support Alterntative-2 as it leaves more Public-Lands open to
all recreational users including my family and I. Pubic-Lands are for all of us to use and
closing it down for any one group is wrong. Each year there are more of us wanting to
recreate on public lands. Would it not be wise as land mangers to use all trails for multiple
uses? In the past years we have shared our trails and it has been fine. -

Sincerely yours; ' : - ' - -
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"Brent Fenty" ' To <upper_deschutes_RMP@or.bim.gov>
<bferity@earthlink .net> -

01/20/2004 10:28 AM o
Please respondto - bee ’ '
"Brent Fenty" ‘ i Upper Deschutes RMP Comments
<bfenty@earthlink.net> | SUDect “FP |

To Whom It May Concem: ‘ ;

I am writing in regards to the DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan (HMP) .l commend
the Prineville District BLM for the significant amount of work that has been invested in the completion-of
this draft plan, For the most part, | think the plan successfully balances the needs and interests of a
variety of stakeholders. My primary concerns involve two issues: wildlife and non-motorized recreation.

As a public participant in-the planning process, | several times voiced concern that deference was too
often given to motorized recreation at the expense of non-motorized recreation and wildlife. Although |
commend the BLM for finally closmg the Badlands WSA to motorized recreation in order to ensure the
preservation of wilderness values in the WSA as required by federal law and BLM policy, | am deeply
concerned that Alternative 7 will allow continued motorized access in the 5,000-acre area north and east

- of Dry River Canyon. This area was left out of BLM's original wilderness inventory but has been
demonstrated to meet wilderness criteria for size, solitude and recreation opportunities, and it's
substantially natural condition. In addition, the area contains a variety of supplemental values including
cultural sites and important habitat for a variety of wildlife species including raptors, sage grouse, Rocky
Mountain elk and mule deer. Furthermore, when combined with the Badiands WSA, the area represents
a significant amount of roadless acreage which is becoming increasingly rare in Central Oregon.

) Secondly, | encourage the BLM to continue:its creative and constructive efforts with local government and
* —the interested public to develop a livestock grazing management matrix which allows for voluntary grazing
permit retirement and takes into account the interrelationships of recreation, changing land use practices,
and livestock grazing on and around Central Oregon's public lands. The expeditious review of standards
and guides for each of the allotments will be critical to the success of this effort and | encourage the BLM
to develop a realistic and fully-funded approach to completing the process in the near future.

Lastly, | am very concerned that motorized recreation continues to take precedence over the management
of our public lands for sensitive wildlife such as pronghorn and sage grouse in the Millican Valley. In some
ways, | believe this plan represents a step backwards from the management practices on the Millicarj

~ Plateau over the past decade. Sage grouse are known to be declining across the West and it is
imperative that we take immediate steps to ensure survival of and successful recruutment by the remaining
populations within Oregon.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Brent Fenty .

PO Box 142771
Anchorage, AK 99514
bfenty@ earthlink.net
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JAN 20 '20_04
To: . Prmewlle Bureau of Land Management o BNPR\NE\I\B-E
3050 N.E. 3" Street pISTRICT

Prineville, Oregon 97754

Subject: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environment Impact
Statement.

Purpose: Comments on Plan and Purpose

| studied three manuals on the Upper Deschutes Resource Management
along with eighty small and two large maps.

I support alternative #2, for the following reasons:

You are not now protecting the subject put forward by the study.
ORYV vehicles

Range management

Wildfire protect by habitat

Resident herd of elk next to W.S.A.

Historical sites

Rock hunting areas

Wood cutting

Fire '

10 Camping

11. Moving area of road

12. Vehicles to other areas (Cline Butte and West of Redmond)

©@N@@P¢N%

" You need to put your energy into protecting what you have, not addmore
projects until you do.

I think you need more time to discuss these decisions and inform the
public and the peoplé who will be affected by these decisions.
There are many more areas of concern such as why are you trying to
acquire Reynolds Pond? Alsc what about the resident herd of elk adjacent
to the W.8.A.?7 Without all of the questions answered | support alternative
#Z until you have time to address all issues not just the emotional ones.
Making decisions based on scientific data and not emotions should be
implemented. You have the resources and personal to accomplish this.
On staff includes:

- Soil Scientist, Range conservation, Archaeologist, Fish and
Wildlife Biologist, Horticulturist, Historian, Fire Control and Foresters.

Allow these people to do their jobs and help with the decisions at hand.

Thank — you for all of the time and effort put into this project, but lets step
back and answer all of the questions before making a final decision.

Robert C. Jappert
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Crook County
300 N.E. 3rd Street » Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEpy{ 447-6555 - FAX (541) 416-3891

JAN 2 0'2004

BLm PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

January 15, 2004

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office

ATTN: Teal Purrington

3050 NE Third St.

Prineville, OR 97754 .

Dear Ms. Purrington,

The Crook County Natural Resources Planning Committee—a broadly representative group of
agency personnel, business, community, agricultural interests, timber and
environment/conservation interests appointed by and serving at the pleasure of the Crook County
Court—has prepared the attached comments regarding the BLM Upper Deschutes Basin
/" Resource Management Plan. By consensus, the group has adopted these comments. It is my. -
- pleasure to forward these additional comments to you to supplement the comments previously
filed by Crook County -

- Sincerely,
5@7/ // log—"

Scott R. Cooper
Crook County Judge

Cc:  Crook County Commissioners
‘Ms. Lynn Anglund, Crook County Natural Resources Planning Committee
Mr. Mike Lunn, Crook County Natural Resources Planning Committee -
Baron Bail, Robert Towne, Molly Chaudet, Pnnevﬂle District BLM

Le

Scott R. Cooper, Judge e Mike McCabe, County Commissioner . Mike J. Mohan, County Commissioner
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' CROOK COUNTY, OREGON
NATURAL RESOURCES PLANNING COMMITTEE

Comments on Draft Env1ronmental Impact Statement
Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

January 15, 2004

Background The Crook County Natural Resources Planning Committee (CCNRPC)
was established by County Order 2002-72 on September 4, 2002. Its 25 members
represent a diverse cross-section of the citizens of Crook County. Membership includes
foresters, silvicultusists, wildlife and fisheries biologists, agriculture scientists, range
conservationists, large and small business people, farmers and ranchers,
environmentalists and cmzens-a.t-large A key purpose is the cooperation and
collabaration with federal agencies in order to further considerations of important issues
of Crook County Customs, Culture and Ecoriomy. Our comments are prov1ded in that
spirit.

Public Partlcxpatlon — We commend the BLM for the extensive efforts they have made
to involve citizens through its various Issue Teams, RAC’s, etc. This has clearly been
beyond the normal approach, and beyond the minimal requlrements of law and
regulation. In some respects, the public involvement early on was found by participants
to be cumbersome and complicated, at least through the development of Issues. One
suggestion we would.offer is to work closely with Dr. Laura Van Riper, of the National
Riparian Service Team, on a system of follow-up interviews from those who closely
participated and others. It will be important to document “lessons learned” and ways to
continue the strong efforts at 1nvolv1ng the public while also reducing some of the more
burdensome and time consuming parts of the process. This information should be shared
with the Ochoco NF, which is soon to begin its own LMP Amendment processes.

Range — Given the importance of livestock operations in Crook County, we have specific
concerns with some of the proposals. This month, proposed regulations were released for
administration of grazing permits, and while they will not be final for several months, the
UDRMP FEIS is even further out into the future. Our assumption is that development of
those regulations will be closely followed during the contmtung work on ‘rhe FEIS to
insure the FEIS and regulations are compatible,

. The matrix in the DEIS that includes the range health analysis, grazing demand, and
conflict with other use information seems to have been a good analysis tool for this
planning effort, but should not automatically be considered adequate where different
conditions of resources and grazing activities occur. In UDRMP area, there are many
small allotments that might lend themselves to voluntary closure. In areas dominated by
larger allotments, such as contiguous resource areas, voluntary closures would be the
exception. We also note that closures may be affected by the changing regulations.



We question whether mandatory or voluntary closures are in keeping with the proposed
regulations, and thel0th Circuit Court of Appeals decision in Public Lands Council v.
Babbitt, 929 F.Supp. The mandatory closures due to conflicts with other uses should be
carefully considered, and all attempts made to provide for the forage needs of the
dependent operators. It seems clear under current direction that suitable grazing land
should be offered according to priority to qualified applicants. Uses such as “reserve
forage allotments” will not be permitted under the revised regulations. For some areas,
‘such as near La Pine, there is little or no demand for grazing areas due to lack of water
and marginal economic conditions associated with grazing.  While we understand some
" environmental groups seek to buy permits to retire them, this is specifically prohibited
under the proposed regulations in keeping with Public Lands Council v. Babbitt, op cit.

OHYV — We believe that recreational use of OHV is a growing and legitimate use of

‘many, but certainly not all areas of our public lands. In general, we support the direction
contained in alternative 7, which attempted to work out resource conflicts with OHV uses
by separating uses and designating motorized trail systems and specific areas where OHV
recreation can occur. -At the same time, we find that OHV use potentially can be one of
the most destructive uses of public lands if it is not carefully controlled and managed.
Unforturiately, many of the commercial advertisements for OHV’s are irresponsible,
depicting SUV’s, 4-wheelers and other vehicles traversing streams, wetlands, mountain
terrain and other sensitive environments simply as a challenging activity and ignoring
the potential effects on plants and animals. This carries over to many in the user
commumty :
We recognize that many nders/dnvers are responsible, and avo1d sensitive areas and
follow the.rules. We also know that many of the orgamzed groups and associations
promote responsible behavior, and work with the agencies to provide enjoyable outdoor

" experience and protect the envir'onnient And we also believe that OHV use is-an activity
that has grown rapidly in the past few years, and is largely uncontrolled across the public
lands and National Forests in central Oregon. Given the dual potential for a) providing

~ some outstanding recreational activities and b) damaging lands and disrupting

populations of plants and animals, a most important focus of this plan needs to be on

clear management direction and well-implemented and enforceable management tools,

We have little reason to believe the BLM has the financial or staffing ability to
implement the major changes envisioned by Alternative 7. It calls for reducing or
eliminating use in some areas and constructing extensive networks of new and loop trails
in other areas. On its face, this sounds good, but what assurances exist that the trail and
area closures can be enforced or regulated? The DEIS contains no clear monitoring plan
describing how it will be determined how well natural resource and OHV objectives are
being me, or what happens if they are not achieved. Without the reduction in use that is
called for in some areas, the problems will simply be expanded by opéning or improving
. other areas, which has been the history of the Millican OHV area. We recommend that a
Cooperative Agreement, with funding by BLM, be developed with the Crook County
Sheriff to fund additional patrols, including OHV patrols in key areas to increase
enforcement. This is particularly needed to reduce violations of State law, such as



littering, vehicle operation and registration, and wildlife harassment (this has been
reported to ODF W/OSP/BLM).

Further we would urge that the closures and other regulation changes be implemented
and monitored before extensive investment in new development. Citizen/user groups
should be involved in monitoring to bnng transparency to the decision-making process

* Last, we noted that the definition o “non-motorized recreation empha51s on page 33 is
poorly worded and not understandable.

Social and Economic — The DEIS is deficient in identifying the costs and benefits of the
‘various alternatives as they apply to Crook County. While there is some information
_ about the different socio/economic conditions applicable to Deschutes County and Crook
County, there seems to be little explanation about how those Counties are affected by the
separate alternatives. Crook County has shown recent growth along with our neighbors,
but our values remain largely rural and agrarian. Protection of open spaces, local
businesses, and family are important, and separate us from our rapidly growing
neighbors. We will never have the kinds of recreation developments as those year-roand
large scale opportunities near Bend, such as ski areas and other winter sports
developments, mountaineering, etc. Prineville Reservoir is our major destination
recreation area, and we have supported certain continued development in that area. But
by and large, the citizens of Crook County and other users tend towards more ,
undeveloped uses including fishing, hunting, and ﬁrewood gathering, hiking, driving for
pleasure and OHV use. ] _ —_—

Unemployment in Crook Coumy is among the hi ghest in the State, and it Would be
helpﬁﬂ to show how the various alternatives contrlbute to the creation of jobs,
particularly in the conu“actmg area.

Management of Invaswe Junipers — We support the juniper control work proposed in
Alternative 7, but prefer to see management of old-growth juniper on the basis of stands
and not individual trees. For example, in treating invasive juniper to restore suitable

- habitat for sage grouse, we recommend removal of all trees in the treated area to reduce
perch trees for predatory birds. Leaving trees of “old-growth form” in those areas
reduces the effectiveness of the restored habitat.

There are many areas where treatment of juniper for restoration, firewood harvest, or any
other purpose will be economically and/or physically impractical. Those are largely the
isolated patches or rim rock type habitats where older juniper frequently occurs, and
management for old stands is Idgical in those areas. Given the extensive acreages of .
invasive juniper in Crook County, priority areas chosen for restoration should be treated
to minimize juniper stems of all sizes and age classes.

Millican Road — While this road decision was removed from the EIS process by
legislative direction, the BLM needs to be aware and plan for the changes in use that will
- develop once the reconstruction and paving is completed. Granted, there will be



extensive truck traffic on the route, but increasing numbers of recreationists of all kind
will likely use the more easily accessible area for hunting, rock-hounding, hiking, biking,
OHV, etc. This could increase conflicts with wintering game populations and special
species such as sage grouse. Impacts and changing management conditions from this
improved transportation facility does not seem adequately considered in the DEIS."

Firearm Use — We support the EIS direction to reduce indiscriminate shooting in areas

- close to population development. Another step that might be taken would be the creation
of‘a local rifle/shotgun range close to Prineville through special use permit or
concessionaire. The Redmond Gun Club is relatively close and available, but having a
local range might reduce some of the dispersed plinking, and increase safety of public
lands users.

Garbage Dumping — Dumping of garbage is a perennial problem on public lands, and
part of our concern about inadequate levels of funding and staffing for enforcement.
Several considerations should be made to reduce this abuse. Cooperative funding for the
Crook County Sheriff to increase patrol density would help, since garbage dumping is a
violation of both federal and state laws. The County has indicated a willingness to set up
a “free dump” day at the County landfill in conjunction with organized clean-up efforts
for the public lands. There is opportunity to use inmates from the local youth
correctional facility for clean-up under agreement with the BLM to extend the clean-up
efforts. Educational efforts to make people aware of the extent of dumping should be .
undertaken, Partnerships with local companies should be undertaken to remove larger
- metal damps, such as refrigerators, old cars, etc. Once cleaned, efforts should be made to
restrict access to the more heavily abused areas. - In some cases such as the Crooked
River corridor, volunteer groups could pick up and consolidate trash to be removed by
- helicopters during fire crew training. We recommend increased emphasis and dlrecuon
for protectmg our public lands from this obnoxious type of Vlolation
Transportatlon System Planmng — The planning area is heavily roaded by all levels of
routes, ranging from collector systems to user created “ways.” This extensive road

system reduces the effectiveness of wildlife management attempts, and we encourage the

BLM to consider seasonal and area closures and other techniques to reduce the conflicts
with wildlife. Achieving the desired habitat effectiveness of 70% on many key areas will
be difficult or impossible without further access restrictions.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Upper Deschutes Resource
Management Plan DEIS. Our committee remains very interested in the outcomes of this
plan and potential effects on customs, culture and economy of cur County. We hope to
be further involved as the work proceeds toward a final EIS and decision, and would
offer to help convene and/or work directly with other affected interests in considering
responses to substantive comments and resolving issues.

I
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Memorandum

To: . Deschutes Field Manager, Prineville USDI Bureau of Land Management Oregon
Attn; Teal Pumngton :

From: Fleld Superv1sor Bend Field Office, Bend, Oregon M [j M

Subj ect: Comments on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and |
‘Environmental Impact Statement [log#: 1-7- O4—TA-0127]

The Fish and Wildlife Service Bend Field Office (Service) has reviewed your draft Upper
Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (UDRMP) dated

* October 2003. The UDRMP analyzes the effects of a range of alternatives that address
" significant issues concerning the management of approximately 404,000 acres (Planning Area)

of lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). About 57% of the lands are
in Deschutes County while about 36% are in Crook County. .

The Service reco gnizes and apprec1ates the significant efforts made by the BLM in providing a

. collaborative citizen involvement approach to develop and analyze the draft UDRMP. The

Service has actively participated as a member of the Deschutes Provincial Advisory Committee,
and the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan Issue Team, to advise the BLM during the
planning process. .

The UDRMP examines seven alternatives, including Alternative 1 the No Action/No Change
Alternative. All the action alternatives (Alternatives 2-7) provide for a variety of differing levels
of multiple uses. The six action alternatives provide for different resource management
emphasis and include: Alternative 2 — least overall change from current management with an
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emphasis on providing multiple uses in the same areas; Alternative 3 — increases the emphasis
on reducing conflicts between human uses and wildlife habitat management objectives, and
separating recreational uses; Alternative 4 — combines the approaches used in Alternatives 2 and
‘3, and includes a greater emphasis on providing for recreation opportunities; Alternative 5 —
focuses on reduced or lower conflict activities and higher quality wildlife habitat within the
urban areas, and more reliance on broad-scale conservation approaches across the planning area;
Alternative 6 ~ emphasizes the future of effective wildlife habitat outside of the areas most
- likely to be affected by residential and urban development; and Alternative 7 — combines
various features of the previous alternatives. It places a greater ernphasw on primary and

- secondary wildlife habitat emphasis areas in the southeast or “rural” portion of the planning area, ‘

but also allows for increased amounts of year-round motorized use in much of the rural area,
Alternative 7 is BLM’s preferred alternative, and therefore will be the focus of Service
comments. We offer.the following comments and recommendations to assist the BLM in
completmg this analysis.

The Service commends the BLM on their approach to deVeloping the UDRMP and analyzing the
complex and significant land management issues resulting from rapid population growth and

subsequent increasing demands on natural resources. We concur with you that ecosystem health

- and diversity, including impacts to habitat and wildlife are key issues to analyze in the UDRMP.
* Of particular concern to the Service are the direct, indirect,.and cumulative impacts to wildlife
and their habitat resulting from implementation of the Preferred Alternative. The Service -
appreciates your efforts to assess these impacts through the use of source habitat, historic range
of variability of vegetation, habitat effectiveness assessments, wildlife emphasis levels and
extensive use of GIS analysis and maps. However, we have concerns that the variety of:
proposed activities within management areas will preéclude your ability to achieve your
ecosystem goal to restore and support healthy ecosystems in conjunction with vegetation and
wildlife habitat needs. For examiple, as presently proposed the Preferred Alternative allows for
'extensive.Off 'Hi ghway Vehicle use within important habitat areas for special status species.

Our comments focus on the following issues: 1) land management 1mp11cat10ns 2) habitat
effectiveness model; 3) sage grouse and shrub steppe habitat; 4). transportatl on system planning;
5)-wildlife emphasis; 6) juniper woodland management 7) livestock grazing; 8) species of
concern; and 9) Oregon Military Department use. : :

- The effectiveness of habitat (i.e., habitat quallty and quantity) w1th1n the Plannmg Area i is the
primary concern for the Service. The Service recognizes that the population of Central Oregon is

~ projected to double between 1990 and 2010. The demand for amount and diversity of

-tecreational opportunities (e.g., Off Highway Vehicle use) is expected to increase at a similar

rate. During the collaborative planning process lead by the BLM to resolve significant planning
issues within the planning area, it was generally recogmzed that wildlife habitat within BLM
administered lands continues to be degraded in some areas as a result of adjacent urban
development (e.g., residential development in winter range, increased year round recreational

- motorized activities). For these and other'reasons, sage grouse, mule deer, and pronghorn have
shown marked declines over the last 50 years throughout the plannmg area.. Cumulatively, the
factors presented pose a challenging dilemma to resource managers. Our ability to restore and
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‘ support healthy ecosystems in conjuncnon with vegetation and w11d11fe habitat needs, while

managing for expected increases in human population and use levels (Goals, Volume 2, p, 42)
will become more- difficult over the life of the plan. As a result, the Service recommends that the
BLM fully evaluate current habitat conditions (e.g., habitat fragmentation), wildlife trends, and

- cumulative effects of all activities within the planning area, and develop a focused management

direction necessary to ensure ecosystem viability for the long term.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Land Management Implications

The Service supports the designation of primary wildlife emphasis level as an appropriate tool to
identify areas where wildlife is one of the most important management considerations and to
retain high wildlife use. However, with wildlife disturbance from roads and trails being a key
corticern for wildlife managers, the UDRMP has established a framework of conflicting resource

- management objectives between travel management designations and areas designated as

primary wildlife emphasis. Conflicting resource management objectives will be difficult to
manage and limit the effectiveness of the plan to meet either recreation or wildlife resource
objectives.

Alternative 7 proposes to reduce or eliminate Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) use in some areas
and construct extensive networks of new and loop trails in other areas. Without successful

’ nnplementatlon of the reduction or elimination in OHV use that is called for in some areas, the ~

adverse affects will: be expanded by creatlng, openmg, or 1mprov1ng OHY trails in other areas.

Service Recommendatzon

The Service recommends that the BLM establish a tearn that includes the Setvice, Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife Service, Crook and Deschutes Counties, and others, to assist
you in evaluating and monitoring the 1mp1ementat1on of the use of roads and trails. .Citizen/user
groups should be involved in this monitoring to bring transparency to the decision-making

- process. In addition, we would urge that the closures and other regulation changes be

implemented and monitored for successful implementation before expanding OHYV facilities/trail
into other areas of primary wildlife emphasis. '

Habitat Effectiveness Model

The “Habitat Effectiveness” model was used to evaluate wildlife habitat disturbance and

-fragmentation due to arterial, collector, and right-of-way roads. The habitat effectiveness model

was modified from an elk habitat effectiveness model (Rowland et .al. 2000) and applied as an
index to also measure the percentage of available habitat that is usable by both sage grouse and
mule deer. The Service recognizes that modeling can be an effective too] in analyzing the effects
of roads and recreation trails on wildlife, and we commend you for undertaking this analysis. \
However, habitat effectiveness was calculated without including local roads and trails.. With
arterial, collector, and right-of-way roads, constituting less than one-half of the total miles of

 roads within the planning area, the modeling does not 'realistically assess wildlife impacts for -



Alternatives 2-7. Additionally, the UDRMP states that user created roads proliferate: an °
estimated 2,000 miles of user created roads or local roads that are not maintained or officially
part of an integrated transportation system occur within the Planning Area. Because many of
these roads are not mapped, we would expect the model to under estimate habitat effectiveness.
We concur with your guidelines to “where possible, maintain large, unfragmented patches of
habrtat (1, 000 to 2,000 acres)” ‘and “target low den31t1es of open motorrzed travel routes (_ 1.5
 mi/mi? )

Service Reconmzendatzons ‘ '

- Werecommend that the Habitat Effectiveness model be run using all roads (arterial, collector,
" right-of-ways) and trails, and that the UDRMP EIS assess the cumulative impacts of these roads -

on wildlife and habitat. Mitigation to offset direct, indirect, and cumulatlve adverse affects

resulting from the extensive road network could be accomplished through an assessment of the

user created and other roads, and closure and obliteration of targeted roads to maintain, protect,

~ and restore habitat quality, and to create suitable w11d11fe habitat patch size to support wildlife,

while still allowing access and recreation.

Sage Grouse and Shrub Steppe Habita't

The Service is partrcularly concerned with potential project 1mpacts to the greater sage grouse
(Centrocercus urophasianus) (sage grouse), a specres petitioned for listing under the Endangered

Species Act. The Service is currently conducting a 90-day review of the sage grouse petition.

Populations of sage grouse have been declining throughout much of its range-since the 19308,
primarily due to loss, degradation and fragmentatlon of habitat. Sage grouse are present within
the UDRMP area. ‘

The Prineville District began a sage grouse study within the Deschutes Resource Area in 1988,

This area is located within the Planning Area. Millican Valley is considered to be an important
wintering area for sage grouse, especially during the more severe winters. During the period

from 1988-1993 male sage grouse experienced a significant decline.  Overall population
estimates were calculated in 1992 and 1993, with 611 and 514 birds respectively. Current sage

, ouse numbers on the study aréa were considered low compared to historic numbers in this area
" ‘and other parts of Oregon (USDI, 1994). If BLM has updated information on the status of this

population, we request that this information be included in the EIS for the UDRMP.

" The Service concurs with the draft UDRMP Goals and Management Direction for Ecosystem
Health and Diversity (which includes wildlife and special status species including the sage
grouse). We support your commitment to implément the Greater Sage-Grouse and Sagebrush-
Steppe Ecosystem Guidelines (2000) (Alternatives.2-7), and to ensure that grazing management
will be implemented to meet habitat and other resource objectives. We offer our assistance in

~working with you on habitat management and monitoring for special status species to help
ensure that projects will provide for the long-term conservatlon of the sage grouse and other

. special status species.




Act1v1t1es that can adversely impact sage grouse and their habitat include agricultural

conversion, rangeland conversion, including herbicide and mechanical treatments, off-highway
vehicle use, livestock management including grazing and seeding, j Jjuniper encroachment, exotic -
species, wildfire, prescribed fire, structures, including fences, and recreat1onal use, All of these
activities occur within the Planning Area,

Servzce Recommendatzons

The draft BIS should analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the above mentioned
affects to the sage grouse popula’aon in the Planning Area, and discuss mitigation to offset
adverse impacts, :

In order to prov1de an appropriate effects analysis for impacts of roads and traﬂs the habitat
effectiveness mode] and the road influence index (RI) should be run for sage grouse, deer and
elk for all roads and trails. :

Develop a sage grouse conservatlon and restoration strategy prior to expandmg roads or tralls
within sage grouse yearlong and probable hab1tat areas.

Develop OHV management strategles for sage grouse use areas to mamtam sage grouse habitat
and use by sage grouse. , .

Establish an 1ndependent review process to evaluate management plan effectlveness in meetmg
the mamagement goals and direction for sage grouse and their habitat. :

‘Sage Grouse Habltat Fragmentation and Dlsturbance Analysis: In cooperatlon with the
BLM, we performed a habitat fragmentation analysis within yearlong and probable sage grouse

- habitat within the planning aréa including: Horse Ridge, South Millican, North Millican, —
Prineville Reservoir, and portions of Millican Plateau management areas. To complete the
analysis, the BLM provided geographic information system (GIS) layers including: roads and

trails, power line corridors, sage grouse range, restoration activity, and vegetation, among others.
The assumption of the analysis is that the cumulative effect of roads, motorized trails, and power
lines, degrade sage grouse habitat by altering the use of these habitats by inhibiting movement,
causing displacement, and/or avoidance dunng breedlng activities (February 15 - July 31).

Road densities were calculated within the sage grouse range of the plannmg area for both the
entire road/trail network, and for arterial, collector, private and right-of-way roads (i.e.,
excluding local roads and trails) (Table. 1) The-data was. summanzed using the road density
categories (< 1.5 mi/mi?, 1.5 — 2.5 mi/mi?, and > 2.5 mi/mi®) developed in the plan.

Tables 2 and 3 summarize road dens1t1es by geographlc area for all roads and arterial, collector,
private, right-of-way roads, respectively. Figures 1.and 2 pictorially summarize the sage grouse
fragmentation analysis for all roads and arterial, collector, private, right-of-way roads,
respectively. Figure 3 provides the geographic areas (i.e., recreation management areas) within
the sage grouse analysis area. The entire analysis is preliminary, and the Service looks forward
to meeting with the BLM to discuss the analysis and review the findings. The Service greatly



ﬁ appre01ates the assistance and guidance provided by the BLM staff in the development of the
analysis. . ‘

Service Recommendations: ‘
General findings anid recommendations from the sage grouse habltat fragmentauon and
disturbance analysis:

1) Sage grouse habitat is thhly fragmented by roads and trails within the planmng area.

When including all roads and trails, only two un—fragmented patches area greater than
2,000 acres.

2) The identification and conservation of un-fragmented patches is 1mportant
Strategically closing roads and trails to enlarge un-fragmented patches within sage
grouse habitats could be an effective conservation strategy.

3) Sage grouse habitat requirement (e.g., lekking and brood rearing) would be best
served by strategically closing roads and trails adjacent to quality sage grouse habitats
to reduce disturbance from roads and trails and maximize reproductive success.

. - 4) The fragmentation of sage grouse habitat from all roads, and the arterial, collector,
- private, right-of-way roads, analysis indicates that the majority of the un-fragmented
" patches within sage grouse habitat are < 250 acres. The Primary Wildlife Emphasis
guidelines targets un-fragmented habitat patches of 1,000 — 2,000 acres. The largest
low road density patches shown in Figures 1 and 2 warrant management attention and
road closures should be strongly considered in these areas.

Based on current: foad‘déﬁsities and level of fragmentation, establish motorized seasonal use
periods as closed from December 1 July 31 w1th1n areas identified as primary wildlife
emphasis for sage grouse. :

. ReV1ew the road network and strategically close roads to both increase un-fragmented patches;-as
well as, provide for quahty sage grouse hab1tats to reduce disturbance from roads and trails.

Sage Grouse Restoration: The Serv1ce supports and encourages the 1mplementat10n of projects
‘within “Priority Sage Grouse Restoration Areas” that maintain and restore the sagebrush steppe
plant community, particularly in areas that optimize conservation of the sage grouse.

Service Recommendations:

- The UDRMP should provide the framework for the future establishment of a sage grouse

_conservation strategy to: 1) prioritize restoration actions; 2) address short and long-term -
restoration goals; and 3) develop a monitoring and adaptive management process to ensure sage
grouse objectives are met :

Establish a mechanism in the UDRMP to 1mplement new motorized seasonal use periods within
- areas restored for sage grouse. -

The UDRMP EIS should analyZe impacts resulting from the multiple uses proposed in the
alternatives to assess-the adequacy of the plans to conserve the sage grouse. Information
regarding status of sage grouse within the Planning Area and monitoring information on the

R——



condition of the range would be necessary in assessing project impacts to this species. \We are
~ concerned that without a thorough analysis of effects to sage grouse, act1v1t1es under the
UDRMP may further degrade 1mportant sage grouse habltat

Transportatlon Svstem Planning

. The plannlng area is heavily roaded by all levels of routes, ranging from arterial systems to user
created local roads and OHYV trails. Seasonal closures for motorized travel and distance buffers
have typlcally been the primary techniques to manage these disturbances to wildlife in the
planning area. Winter range, seasonal migration corridors, breeding sites, roosting sites, and
forging habitat are some of the primary habitat components managed to limit disturbance from
motorized travel : S

~ In many locatlons across the planning area, road density currently exceeds 2.5 mi/mi® when
considering only arterial, collector, and right-of-way roads. For example, considering only these
roads, 29% of the yearlong sage grouse habitat area (North Millican, South Millican, Horse ‘
Ridge and portions within the Millican Plateau) exceeded 2.5 mi/mi?, When local roads and

trails are included, 58% of the yearlong sage grouse habitat area exceeds 2.5 ml/ml These

- areas are adversely impacted by high road density. Seasonal closures will be necessary across
large areas to effectively manage the disturbance from roads to sage grouse, pronghorn mule

- deer, and elk within areas 1dent1f1ed as primary w11d11fe empha51s ‘

Service Recommendatzons 4 ' ' ) T e
The road density target for the open road network within primary w11d11fe emphasis areas should
be maintained at densities < 1.5 mi/mi® in order to benefit wildlife and retain high wildlife use.
Current road densities (including only arterial, collector, and right-of-way roads) exceed 1. 5
 mi/mi®in 50 percent of the total area, and exceed 2.5 rm/rm in 30 percent of the area,
respectlvely

.Millican Road: This road decision was removed from the EIS process by legislative direction.
However the BLM needs to be aware and plan for the changes in use that will develop once the
reconstruction and paving is completed. In addition to truck traffic on the route, recreationists
will likely use the more accessible area for hunting, rock-hounding, hiking, biking, and OHV.

use. The Millican road will degrade wildlife capabilities of the area.

Service Recommendations: -
- An analysis of effects of the Millican Road should be included as part of the cumulatlve 1mpact
assessment in the UDRMP EIS. |

Wildlife Emphasis

Wildlife Emphasis Levels: The UDRMP geographically identifies three wildlife emphasis
levels across the planning area, and provides guidelines for each including: 1) Primary wildlife
emphasis (70 percent or greater hab1tat effectiveness; un-fragmented patches (1,000 — 2,000

‘acres); and road densities < 1.5 mi/mi %); 2) secondary wildlife emphas1s (50 percent or greater
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hab1tat effectiveness; un—fragmented patches (400 — 800 acres); and road dens1t1es <2.5.

mi/mi?); and 3) minor wildlife emphasis (contributes to species occurrence and dlstnbutlon w1th
guldehncs tled to minimum legal requ1rements) : -

Primary Wildlife Emphas1s:, The def1n1t10n of ‘‘Primary wildlife emphasis” (Volume 2, p. 37)
states “Areas allocated to primary emphasis are intended to benefit wildlife and retain high

- wildlife use by applying one or more of the following guidelines.” The list of guidelines
includes targets for Habitat Effectiveness, un-fragmented patches, road densities and a high
priority designation for restoration treatments. Please clarify what is meant by “applying one or
more of the followmg guidelines”. We assume it is intended to be “as applicable” to each site.

' However, we are concerned that the language could be 1nterpreted to mean that areas allocated to
primary wildlife emphasis and are intended to benefit wildlife and retain high wildlife use could
be met by applying only one of the guidelines (e.g., “rate as high priority for habitat restoration

' treatments™). The fact that the geographic area may be “identified” as high priority for habitat
restoration treatments, should not be mlsconstrued to mean that pnmary w11d11fe emphas1s
guldehnes have been met for an area.

In Altematwe 7, primary W1ld11fe emphas1s areas include 100 percent of all sage grouse habitat,
73 percent of the golden eagle nesting and adjacent foraging areas, 75 percent of the elk and deer
winter range, and 46 percent of the pronghorn antelope year-round habitat. The greatest overall -
" concentration of wildlife habitat is within the southeast portion of the UDRMP (Horse Ridge,
South Millican, North Millican, Prineville Reservoir, and portions of the Millican Plateau). _The
. Service supports the premise provided by Alternative 7, to emphasize primary wildlife — "
.management within areas where there are high concentrations of important habitat for multiple
wildlife species. Focusing limited resources to effectively manage and restore key wildlife -
habitat areas will be essential to meet UDRMP objectives for wildlife. However, the Service is
concerned that although Alternative 7 allocates 100 percent of sage grouse habitat (77,601 acres)
“primary wildlife emphasis,” the majority of the sage grouse habitat is open year round to
motonzcd use. Prior to including any additional miles of local roads and trails, Habitat
Effectiveness is already below target level (Table 4-4), as is road density. Due to the heavily
roaded planning area, in order to achieve the guidelines developed for primary wildlife emphasis
for sage grouse (i.e., HE = 70), and provide a OHV trail network, a large amount of arterial,
‘collector, and all administratively controlled local roads, will need to be closed seasonally as
- well as permanently ‘

Servzce Recommendations: ' ’

. All appropriate primary wildlife emphasis guidelines for habitat effectiveness, fragmentation,
road densities, and habitat restoration treatments, should be applied to ensure that future
proposed actions benefit wildlife and retain high wildlife use. Actions that do not benefit
wildlife or retain high wildlife use within primary wildlife emphasis areas should be modified or
discontinued to retain high w11d11fe use within these areas.

The habitat effectiveness index of 70 percent _should .be maintained as the mi,ninium level
necessary to maintain primary wildlife emphasis. The declining trend of the local sage grouse
population, general loss and degradation of elk and deer winter range, the high number of user
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created road and traﬂs be1ng developed within North M11hcan South Millican, and Horse '
" Ridge, and the sometimes limited effectiveness of road closures, will require a minimum Habitat
Effectiveness of 70 percent in order to provide for conditions that will ensure a benefit to wildlife
and retain high wildlife use within primary wildlife emphasis areas.

Motorized seasonal use periods should be implemented for Horse Ridge, and North Millican

~ geographic areas to be “closed from December 1* to July 31*.” Without a seasonal closure and
effectively closing all local roads and trails, total road densities will exceed 1.5 mi/mi* in 73
percent of the total area, and exceed 2 5 mi/mi®in 54 percent of the area, respectively.

Given the potential for damaging lands and disrupting plant and wildlife populations, we
recommend establishing a monitoring protocol and adaptive management procedures in order to
track authorized and unauthorized OHV use and to allow effectlve and tlmely resource
management changes when necessary.

'J uniper Woodland Manggement :

Invasive Juniper Woodlands: The Service would like to work with you on the juniper -~

~ woodland removal projects. We are particularly interested in the removal of junipers that have
invaded sage grouse habitat that still has the habitat potential to support sage grouse. We

- recommend each project have site-specific analysis. We suggest that BLM convene a committee
to assess the restoration potential of each site. The removal of juniper may not result in the
expectedTr repopulatlon by native plant species that we want reestablished. The response of the
vegetation community to mechanical/fire removal of juniper will depend on the ecological
resilience of each site.” Results of the restoration to achieve the desired range of condition will
likely be based on a number of factors including the type of fire, management practices after the
fire, presence of existing non-native species (e.g. cheat grass), and soil type. Removal of
junipers will not necessarily resolve the problem and initiate the natural successional process to
. reestablish native plant communities. Issues that may be key to successful restoration must be
addressed on a site specific basis and include: 1)-type of resources still-present within the j juniper
stand; 2) type of impact fire will have on the remaining bunch grass and sage plant spec1es and
3) potential for an undesirable annual non-natlve grassland monoculture.

It is believed that natural fire regimes played a significant role in preventing juniper from
invading neighboring shrub-steppe plant communities. While natural disturbance regimes -
-remained intact, the presence of juniper was limited to rocky outcrops, low sagebrush
communities, and other areas that had low fire frequencies. Over the last century, however, fire
suppression, land management practices, and climatic sh1fts enabled juniper populations to
expand. - :
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- It is apparent that the semj-arid plant communities found within the UDRMP area can be
negatively impacted by juniper encroachment. Competition for light, water, and nutrients can
drive grasses and forbs from invaded sites. As juniper densities inCrease, even native shrubs can
" be displaced. If invaded sites are located on slopes, the loss of understory plant species can
stimulate soil erosion. Once this occurs, it can be very difficult to reestablish native plant
communities even when juniper is removed by cutting or burning methods.

It is possible that many of the plant communities subjected to juniper invasion within the
UDRMP have crossed a threshold, resulting in floral changes that are often irreversible.
Corresponding invasions of exotic annual grasses further complicate restoration efforts,

Service Recommendatzons

Juniper cutting and burning activities should be closely evaluated on a site-by-site ba51s This
would enable the BLM to prioritize mechanical removal and burns on areas likely to respond
favorably to prescribed disturbance, such as target sites still hosting adequate densities of
understory perennial bunchgrasses. The Eastern Oregon Agricultural Research Center, based
out of Burns, Oregon, has done a considerable amount of research on this issue and would be a
valuable asset in assisting in prioritizing juniper control efforts and prescribing follow-up
treatments to maintain or enhance the ecological integrity of impacted plant communities. As
mentioned above, we recommend that BLM convene a committee to assess the restoration

- potential of each site, and the Serv1ce would like to part101pate on that committee.

Oldgrowth Juniper Woodlands. Treatment Ob_]CCthCS for Alternatwe 7 are based on restoring
historic condition. and range of old-growth woodlands/savanna within the planning area.
Treatments include: 1) treat larger acreages to expand current range of old woodlands towards
historic range; 2) thinning young juniper establishing in the interspace between the blder trees;
and 3) managing for reestablishing old-growth juniper in areas that they once existed. Field
surveys and historical accounts should be used to estimate pre-settlement structure/composition
of plant communities. The Serv1ce supports the proposed management of old—growth _]umper
within the planning area.

Livestock Glfazing 4

The Service recognizes that livestock grazing is not an action being analyzed under the UDRMP.
" Livestock grazing is distributed across the Planning Area. Heavy grazing diminishes food
supply and cover necessary for wildlife conservation and results in degraded habitats. BLM
Rangeland Health Standards are a key mechanism for evaluating sage grouse habitat conditions.
The Service would like the opportunity to work cooperatively with the BLM when assessments
for rangeland health are bemg conducted within the range of the sage grouse.

Species of Concern

Oregon Spotted Frog and Riparian Habitat: The Service is concerned with potential project
impacts to the Oregon Spotted Frog (Rana pretiosa) (spotted frog), a candidate for listing under
the Endangered Species Act. Spotted frogs are almost entirely aquatic dependent, generally
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found in or near a perennial water body including shallow water zones with abundant o
emergent or floating aquatic vegetation. Populations have been declining throughout most of its
range, primarily due to the filling of shallow wetlands, degradation and fragmentation of habitat

-as well as the introduction of exotic predators. It is estimated that spotted frogs have disappeared

from more than 80 percent of their original range. Activities that can adversely impact spotted
frogs and their habitat include loss and degradation of habitat, exposure to contaminants, and
exotic species introduction. A survey of the Deschutes basin failed to find spotted frogs at
historic sites between Sunriver, Oregon, and the Columbia River (Hayes, 1997). Spotted frogs
are present within the La Pine Management Area of the UDRMP (Bowerman and Flowerree,
2000) :

The Service appre01ates the opportunity to work w1th you on habltat management for Iong-term
conservation of the spotted frogin UDRMP waterways

Service Recommendatzons

The EIS should analyze direct, indirect and cumulative effects on riparian and shallow water
zone health, restoration, retention and expansion in regards to livestock management, wildland
and prescribed fire activities, realty transactions, contaminants use, and exotic species
introduction and control as they relate to spotted frogs and spotted frog habitat. Additional
information regarding the current status of the spotted frog population, maps of known
oviposition sites and habitat condition monitoring data along waterways within the Planning

: Area would be useful in assessing prOJect 1mpacts to this species.

.. 'Bald and Golden Eagles: ‘Bald eagles were l1sted under the Endangered Spemes Act as'an
- endangered species in the conterminous United States on March 6, 1967." The Pacific Northwest

Management Unit of bald eagles were subsequently down-listed to threatened status on February

14, 1978. Bald eagles within this management unit have achieved most recovery goals for
delisting. Within the planning area, bald eagles are generally associated with rivers and

reservoirs, while golden eagles prefer open country. Nesting behaviors for both bald and golden:

- eagles typically begin in J anuary, followed by egg laying and incubation from February to

March. Young are reared throughout April, May, and June. Fledging occurs in July and August.
Both eagle species are primarily predators but also opportunistic scavengers. Management plans
for bald eagles winter roosts and nest sites have not been developed by the BLM to assist in the

long-term maintenance (e.g., protection for disturbance) and restoration of these critical habitats.

The Service is especially concerned about the un-authorized harassment of a golden eagle nest

. site from OHV users, and potentially others, along the Millican Road within the Millican -

Plateau. The legislative approved reconstruction and paving of the Millican Road raises
additional concerns and management issues on the long term maintenance of this key habitat as a
result of increases in truck trafflc and OHV use adjacent to the nest.

Service Recommendatzons

Develop eagle management plans for the maintenance (e.g., protection from d1sturbance) and

. restoration of these 1mportant habitat areas.
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Pygmy Rabbit: As stated in the UDRMP, populations of pygmy rabbit have been declining
‘thought its range. Within the planning area, pygmy rabbits are most closely associated with

areas supporting tall, dense clumps of Great Basin sagebrush. During most of the year, the

pygmy rabbit feeds almost exclusively on the leaves of Great Basin sagebrush. However, during
. summer, grass may account for up to 30-40% of the diet. Loss of favorable habitat to -
agriculture, over-grazing, and conversion of sagebrush to exotic grasslands presents a threat to )
the species. Roads and cleared areas seem to be barriers to dispersal.

Service Recommendations: : ‘ '

We recommend that BLM conduct surveys for pygmy rabbit within su1table habitat to determine
if an existing population is extant within the Planning Area. Any new]y found populatrons '
should be protected and monitored.. '

Pronghorn Antelope: Cumulative effects of the combined activities on BLM-administered
lands, and actions on other lands in and 1mmed1ately adjacent to the planning area, are expected
to reésult in a decline in pronghorn habitat quality and in the numbers of pronghorn in the Bend-
Redmond, Mayfield and Millican Plateau geographic areas. This expected decline would be due
to anticipated high levels of motorized use associated with high densities of roads and trails, and
other impacts resulting in habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation. Pronghorn habitat quality
and numbers of pronghorn are expected to remain stable in the Badlands, Horse Ridge, North
Millican and South Millican geographic areas. Recent past and current vegetation management
efforts have contributed and likely will continue to contribute to su1tab1e pronghgrp habitat
conditions in these areas. .

Servzce Recommendation: '

The Service is concerned with the low level (46 percent) of pronghorn antelope year round .
habitat that is proposed to be included within primary wildlife emphasis areas. We recommend
~ that BLM include a higher level (above 70 percent) of year-tound habitat within the primary '
wildlife emphasis area. We are available to work with you on this issue.

We also recommend that BLM, in partnership with other State and Federal agencies, develop a
multi-species habitat conservation strategy which includes; pronghorn antelope, sage grouse,
mule deer, elk and golden eagles within and adjacent to the UDRMP. The strategy should
address habitat quality and quantity, travel corridors, winter range, seasonal use areas, social
conflicts and environmental constraints related to wildlife, and the goals and management
d1rect1on outlined in the UDRMP. : : :

“Oregon Military Department Use

Alternative 7 allows for expansion of military training from the existing 29,744 acres to 50,600
acres (13 percent of the Planning Area). The UDRMP states that “Alternative 7 also promotes
the restoration of the area by making additional lands available for permanent and temporary
use”, Please clarify what is meant by this sentence. It is our understanding that the general
logic is that spreading the impact across a larger area would reduce the concentration of the
impact on a single area. Three rotational training areas would be designated and available for
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training for an estimated three years per area (totaling 20,054 acres). Appendix A of the
UDRMP states that the rotational training areas would be selected from BLLM lands that have
been previously disturbed, are overused and in need of restoration.  The Service is concerned that
the Preferred Alternative will increase the impact of military training on wildlife and their habitat
_ across a significantly larger area. There is not sufficient information to determine whether the
three year rotational scheme will allow the vegetation and damage to soils sufficient time to
recover. The UDRMP states that the military could provide funding to help restore areas that are
“heavily impacted by recreational activity”, to restore soil conditions, juniper removal, road
rehabilitation, assist BLM in deterring vandalism, and clean up of dumping across a broader
:area. We are unable to determine the effectweness of this proposed mitigation to utilize military
- funds and partnership to restore and revegatate areas due to the lack of 1nformat10n in the
UDRMP as to what th1s proposal consists of.

Service Recommendatzon
We recommend that the EIS include: 1) a complete analysis of the direct, 1nd1rect and .
cumulative impacts associated with the military activities 1nclud1ng long term affects of tracked
vehicles and other training activities on soils, vegetation, and wildlife, including impacts to .
pronghorn antelope winter range; 2) a description and assessment of the success of the mitigation
restoration that has been completed by the military on the existing training facility; and 3) .
specific mitigation measures proposed to offset impacts, including the projected acreage of .
restoration that is anticipated will be implemented on a yearly basis. This information should
. include generalized restoration plans including: a) plant species to be used, and from wheré the
————genetic stock is derived; b) patch size and density of planting consistent with the vegetation
community to be restored: c) planting methodology including time of year; d) control of exotic
vegetation; and d) monitoring and reporting. We recommend that locally collected native seed

be used in the revegeta‘aon efforts.

" 'We recommend that the BLM 1mpose restrictions on the use of areas that are heavily impacted
by recreational activity or dumping, rathei than relying on the military to mitigate those impacts.

We appreciate the opportumty to comment on the UDRMP The Service supports the BLM’s
efforts to provide a comprehensive framework for managing the BLM-administered public lands.
We would like to work with BLM to further protect and enhance fish and wildlife species and

. their habitat in Central Oregon. If we can be of any assistance, or if you have any questions
regarding these comments, please contact me or Jerry Cordova at (541) 383-7146.

Attachments

cc: Brian Ferry, ODFW, Prineville, OR
Glen Ardt, ODFW, Bend, OR -
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Sage Grouse Habitat excluding Prlvate Lands’

Yearlong
Probable

Total Acres

. Road Density Acres of
Sage Grouse Habitat excluding Private Lands
Using ALL ROADS ANALYSIS

Road Density Category
0 - 1.5 mi/mi2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2
>2, 5 mi/mi2

Road Densﬂy Acres of
- Sage Grouse Habitat excludmg Private Lands

Percentage of

Acreage Total Habitat Acreage
‘ 46395 . 39%
72072 61%
118467
Percentage of
‘Acreage ' . . Total Habitat Acreage
36310 31% '
20987 - 18%
61171 52%

Using ARTERIAL, COLLECTOR, PRIVATE AND PRIVATE ACCESS ROADS ANALYSIS

Road Density Category
_ 0-1.5mimiz
1.5-25mi/miz
> 2.5 mi/mi2

Percentage of

Acreage - Total Habitat Acreage
72002 61%
23987 20%

22478 19%

Sage Grouse Habitat (Both Yearlong and Probable)

Listed by Recreation Management Area

NAME

Badiands WSA

Horse Ridge

Millican Plateau

North Miflican
Prineville Reservoir
Research Natural Area
South Millican

Total

Acreage . o
1353 , 1%
22813 19%
7045 : 6%
47853 40%
21272 18%
. 608 1%
17607 15%
118552



TABLE 2

Road Density of Sage Grouse Habltat (Both Yearlong and Probable)

" Using ALL ROADS ANALYSIS
Listed by Recreation Management Area
NAME ' Road Density Category Acreage
Badlands WSA 0 - 1.5 mi/mi2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi?
> 2.5 milmi2
Horse Ridge 0-1.5 mi/mi2
' ' 1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2
> 2.5 mi/mi2
Millican Plateau 0 - 1.5 mi/mi2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi?
> 2.5 mi/mi2
North Millican 0- 1.5 mi/mi2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi?
>25 mi/mi2
Pfineville,Reservoir 0 - 1.5 mi/mi2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2’
> 2.5 mi/mi2
Research Natural Area 0 -.1.5 mi/mi2
C 1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2
—_ >2.5mi/mig
South Millican 0- 1.5 mi/m2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2

> 2.5 mi/mi2

728
106
512

6009
4574
12200

" 3578

996
2463

13909

9034

24907

9973 -

4266

7026

106

124
379
2007
1887

13684 -

Percentage of

“Total Habitat Acreage

1%
0%
0%

5%
4%

10%

3%
1%
2%

12%
8%
21%

8%
i see— VA

0%
0%

0%

. 2%

2%

12%

6% .



" Prineville Reservoir

| TABLE 3

‘Road Density of Sage Grouse Habitat (Both Yearlong and Probable)

Using ARTERIAL, COLLECTOR, PRIVATE, AND PRIVATE ACCESS ROADS ANALYSIS

Listed by Recreation Management Area

NAME
Badlands WSA

Horse Ridge
Millican Plateau

North Millican

Research Natural Area

SouthMillican

‘Fioa'd Density Category  Acreage

0 - 1.5 mi/mi2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2
> 2.5 mi/mi2

0-1.5mimi

1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2
> 2.5 mi/mi2

0- 1.5 mi/mie.
1.5-2.5mi/miz’

> 2.5 mi/mi2
© 0-1.5 mi/mi2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2
> 2.5 mi/mi2

0 - 1.5 mi/mi2

1.5-2.5 mi/miz -
- > 2.5 mi/mi2

0 - 1.5 mi/mi2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi@

>2.5mi/miz - .

0 - 1.5 mi/miz2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2

> 2.5 mi/mi2

- . Percentage of

728
207
416

11416
5458 .

5910

. 4390

1184
1465

26477 -
11966
9406

17665

2074

1627

522
56
30

- 10803

3041
3724

Total Habitat Acreage

1%
0%
0%

»

10%
5%
5%

* 4%
1%
1%

22%
10%
8%

15%
2%
1% -

0%
0%
0%
9%
3%
3%
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Bureau of Land Mahagement

ATT: Teal Purrmgton L . . 0 2004

3050 NE 3" st : o ‘ JAN 3

Prineville, Oregon 97754 . ‘ ‘ BLM PRINEVILLE
' ' S DISTRICT

RE: Upper Dleschutes Resource Management Draft

As a co'ncer'ried' citizen and recreationist | would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon,

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly _
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas

. proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper -
woodlands will hegatively impact a proposed trail system.

 We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
“motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually ~ the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management wxll fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name éﬂff 456:4/%///{@ )
Address_ /¥ 7O N, £, TI7 . syE. £o0° BM{ OR.

Signed /{'7 ,wgé%———— B} | 77701
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January 5, 2004 JAN 2070
: " R\NE\“L“E

Bureau of Land Management, B DisTRICT

Prineville District Office
3050 NE Third St
Prineville, Oregon 97753

Upper Deschutes RMP Team, -

As a concerned citizen that recreates in Oregon I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Oregon,
especially Central Oregon.

 The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
‘affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juruper
Woodla_nds will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

I do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? This is especially critical for the Lapine and Pr1nev111e area
residents.. -

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not only
not reflected in the severe limitations proposed for OHV use on BLM
land, it appears to be prejudicially discriminated against.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density criteria to allow for the

best use of the land, and for a designated trail system that will succeed.
Micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas management will fail, and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

BLM Upper Deschutes Resource Managernent Draft Spec1ﬁc area
| 1ssues and obJechons . o ‘



In regard to Cline Buttes:

Pecks Milkvetch ACEC expansion — not what general consensus was
during issue team discussions. Increase of 6,000 acres impacts historical
OHV use to an unacceptable level.

Separate systems for motorized and nonmotorized is not realistic and a
prescription for failure. It will polarize the users, decrease every ones

- area of usage, does not support a multiple-use philosophy,
micromanages the area, and will increase conflicts among users. You
should be questioning the goals your agency followed that led you to
propose a " solutlon" such as this.

The management direction in Alt. 7-is unrealistic and beyond the scope
of BLM administrative resources. :

The Tumalo canals are thought to be some of the best riding areas in the '
area and too important to the users to close.

The Plan will not accommodate current use in Cline Buttes, and does not
address increased use/demand for the life of the plan. ThlS is not log1ca1
and it is not good scientific problem solving.

" The Interim Plan is not defined enough for comment.
In regard to Lapine:

Closure of historically open designation in all of BLM land bordering
Lapine, except Rosland Play area is not possible to implement with
current resources nor necessary for wildlife concerns. Wildlife does not
need ALL of the planning area. Area resadents will be dramatically
impacted without due cause.

Snowmobiling needs to be exempt from the limitations completely.

In regard to South Milican:
Issue team discussion of the area proposed an increase in the seasonal
use that is not noted in Alt 7. August thru April would be a necessary
addition to recreational opportunities considering all the recreational
opportunities Alt 7 takes from motorized recreation and it would not

negatively impact wildlife concerns.

- In regard to Badlands:



' This area is not critical habitat or deer winter range and ODF & W did

~ not have issue with usage in the Badlands. If wildlife concerns are
minimal, it is not good management to close it to OHV use due to social

issues unrelated to the use, i.e., fence cutting, garbage dumping,

partymg and illegal hunting. The issue is inadequate on-the-ground

management by your agency. Own 1t and fix it.

'

In“ regard to Pr1nev1lle Reservoir:

Managing current OHV use by closure without any recreat1ona1
opportunl’ues is unwarranted.

There are mény opportunities for improvement in this for us all. I look
forward to discussing the upcoming OHV actions in the final
management plan with you. ,

Jim and Donna Green

5313 Highway-66,

Ashland, OR 97520

E-mail: greenmeadowsinc@cs.com
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Jim & Donna Green
- 5313 Highway 68
- Ashland, OR 97520

Bureau of Land Management,
Prineville District Office
- 3050 NE Third St
Prineville, Oregon 97753
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Bureau of land Management v
Prineville District Oﬂice : _
3050 N E. Thixd:St."
Prmevﬂle OR 97753

Ty 14,2008
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RECEIVED |

R S LI

Aﬁenilon Teal Purnngton ’

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draﬁ EIS | ‘ J AN 2 0 20 0 4
Dear S1rorMadam SR BT s BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

Tam wnung not because I ride a motorcycle or an ATV. My personal interests are in fishing, snowmobiling and
hiking, "1 focus ‘on sharing these expetiences with my grandchildren and soon gteat grand children. Ibegan
introducing my children and-their friends to the-outdoors tiearly 40 years ago. -I am writing because Lam -
increasingly alarmed at the growing efforts of land management agencies to limit, restrict and close access to

. historic recreational pursuits.....especially now that age and health begin to reduce my dependance on muscle
power. 1 firmly believe in theimfportance of introducing our children to their connection t0'and dependance on the
Iand and teaching them the respect i‘or the land that will carry inio lhelr adult life. Please don’t further restrict my
ability to do that. - . ,

To begin with, T wish to go on record as being supportive of multiple use including motorized recreahon and of
realistic access for all users

The Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan Draﬁ EIS preferred alternative as written does not address the

- meed 10 accommodate growth in motorized recreation. Readily available sales statistics will tell you that ATV sales
are outstripping all other recreational sales nationally. Rafting and canoeing are also fast growing pursuits in
Oregon nThe{“cantymg capacrty”]work done in the last few years will tell you this recreating public requires more
space ‘not less We need more and larger staging areas and we need trails of varying degrees of difficulty and
lengtl} I’m speaklng of all kinds of trails, ATV, motorcycle, four wheel drive, snowmobile, bicycle, hiker, borse
dnd water. Milfiple iisé might mean a summer horse-motorcycle trail is a snownibbile'trail fihie winter.
Adequate staging and parking areas are also a requirement. Given the above assumptions, why in the world would
a preferred alternative propose a reduction in trails and in access? :

Is the lack of any mention of four—wheel-dnve traﬂs an oversrght? If s0 or if not, these users should be included
and their needs addressed in the final EIS.

The preferred alterna’rive BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how an interim policy will be implemented.
Thrs interim policy greatly affects our sport and the uvsers as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas proposed Alternative #7 proposes an aggressrve
vegetation management plan for the Juniper woodlands that will negatively impact a proposed trail system..
Vegetation can provide barriers and require twists and turns that make a trail much more interesting if not
challenging.

I earlier mentioned I am a snowmobiler. Please take note that #1, I object to the closure of the historically open
designation of all BLM land bordering Lapine except the Roseland Play area and #2, I especially object as regards
to snowmobiles. The Deschutes National Forest wrote a Wild and Scenic River plan that would have imposed a

similar closure a few years ago. Following a review of the Memorandum of Understanding between the Forest
Service and The American Council of Snowmobile Associations the Forest Service agreed to continue the open
designation with a commitment from local clhibs to monitor for damage or degradation, -

It appears Alternative #7, proposes closure as a way to manage high use or problem areas. In other words abdicate
. .rather than manage. This observation applies to Lapine and to Prineville reservoir. Motorized access and
recreation in these areas should probably be more intensely managed but elimination is the easy way out. Just



' prar Deschutes RMP p2

because your job is complicated or difficult doesn’t mean you give it away. It makes more sense to increase
opportunities around population centers rather than reduce opportunities around population centers. -

I do not support the Alternative #7 proposal to close the Badlands. The presence of a WSA is not an excuse to
change use patterns. It is a reason fo provide infensive maintenance of existing systems, I recently listened to a
talk by O.S.U. Dean Hal Salwasser in which he concluded

I“Don t let philosophy masquemdmg as science fool you:’_l Is that what we have here? I se no SClCIltIﬁC reason 1o

close Badlands,

"Please keep me advised of the progress of the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and remember
Multiple Use.

Thank You.

Oregon State Snowmobile Association
4797 Old Dillard Road ' ‘ ->

Eugene, OR 97405 - M
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BLUE RIBBON COALITION INC. 1

“Preserving our natural resources FOR the public instead of FROM the public’ ""'I/Ill’l//l/////
P.O. BOX 1427 « IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 83403 1427 il -

" 891 Safstrom Drive ~ L | | RECEIVED

Idaho Falls, ID 83401

January 13,2004 , ’ JAN 2 0 2004
Bureau of Land Management , ‘ E“-’\f)*l"ﬁ'NEV"-LE
Prineville District Office - STRICT
3050'NE Third St

Prineville, OR 97753

~Attention: Teal Purrington
RE: Upper Desehutes Resource Management Draft EIS
Dear Ms. Purrington: |

- The BlueRibbon Coalition is a nationwide organization representing 600,000 motorized
recreationists, equestrians, and resource users. We work with land managers to provide
recreation opportunities, preserve resources, and promote cooperation with other public
land users. Following are our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan (DEIS)

Our members and member organizations in central Oregon have participated extensively
in the DEIS public process, which was lengthy and sometimes arduous. Afier
volunteering so much time in good faith, they are now frustrated that the DEIS does not
reflect more of their effort. We offer the following comments in hopes that the

- document’s deficiencies can be corrected in the final Vers1on :

» Crucial information which should have been avaﬂable, and which should have
formed the basis of the selected alternative, was either not obtained or used by
specialists. For example: road and trail densities, locations, and mileages;

- impacts of current use. We hope that more of this information is appropriately

~ integrated into the final.

~e Apparently, important consequences of implementing the presented alternatives
(including the selected) were not discussed or analyzed as required by NEPA. For
example: Displacement of recreation and its related impacts to other areas;
- decrease in opportunity as the OHV population expands; impacts of changing
from an open system to a designated trail system.
e The DEIS projects that its extensive proposed changes will be funded with the
- participation of the OHV community through state funds. Unless the final plan
enjoys broad support from the OHV community, there will be a reluctance to
partner to the degree projected. The funds upon which the plan 1mplementauon
depends may not materialize if significant changes are not made.



»  Our members are concerned about wildlife population targets. . - :
o There is a danger that the interim plan may become “final” if firm deadlines are -
, not an integral part of the final plan.
¢ Our members have expressed concern that the DEIS’ discussion of
environmental consequences is disorganized and difficult to understand. Better
organization and clarity of presentation may alleviate a few of our concerns about
sufficient analysis of the environmental consequences.

Our members and member organizations have supplied excellent information to you, both
in written comment and in numerous meetings, regarding the specifics of certain areas
such as Cline Buites, Prineville Reservoir, and Juniper Woodlands. We urge that the
final plan adopt their excellent suggestions. Please remember that for any plan to be
successfully implemented it needs the ownership and support from the users. It is not too
late to make the changes needed to the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan to
make it a win-win plan.”*" :

I appreciate your serious consideration of my comments. Please keep me informed.

' Sin‘cer%

ena Cook, Public Lands Consultant
- Phone: 208-522-7339
e-mail: bradena@gsharetrails.org
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Prineville Résource Area ) H ECE IVE D

Bureau of Land Management

" ATTENTION: Draft Upper Deschutes RMP ~
3050 N.E. Third Street | JAN 2 0 2004
Prineville, OR 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

January 10, 2(504

Area Manager:

- Desert Survivors is a non-profit desert conservation organization based in Oakland, California.
Desert Survivors has an interest in the lands governed by the Prineville Field Office of the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM). Desert Survivors leads educational and recreational excursions on
Bureau of Land Management lands, including those governed by the Prineville Field Office, as part
of its responsibility as a California public benefit, non-profit corporation. Desert Survivors has an
interest in seeing BLM lands, both Wilderness and non-Wilderness, contlnue inanatural and prlstme
condition. Desert Surv1vors has 800 members.

. Thave read your Draft Upper Deschutes RMP and am concerned about the level of off-road vehicle

use that is proposed. Closing 22% of Resource Area lands to off-road use is good, but what about
‘the other 78%? Off-road vehicle use is one of the most destructive forces on our public lands, and
the damage caused lasts a long time. The vehicles create visual eyesore and an ungodly racket
wherever they are allowed. And the users don’t care at all about the needs or desires of others for
peace and quiet, not to speak of freedom from having to witness their destructive effects.

Desert Survivors urges you to curtail abuse by such vehicles in your Resource Area and to put more

restrictions into your Management Plan. I would say that reversing the figures would be a godd start:

22% of the area with use on designated roads, 78% closed to ORVs. That would serve the rest of
. us. ‘ : :

: Hunte1s flshermen tourists, retirees, backpackers birdwatchers, Boy Scouts, wildlife biolo gists,
rock hounds, photographers, sightseers and many others use these lands. We don’t want to give
them up to the privileged few with big ugly dirt machines that tear up the land and leave it shredded

for futu1e generatlons -

You have put no new plan for enforcing restrictions on ORYV violators into your document. That’s

reason enough to turn the figures around. Keep the abusers bottled up in as small an area as possible.

Please send me a copy of your Final Plan.

Steve Tabor President (,/\ fel %ﬂ/

Desert Survivors
P.O.Box 20991
Oakland, CA 94620-0991 .

Phone: (510) 769-1706
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OREGON MILITARY DEPARTMENT
HEADQUARTERS, OREGON NATIONAL GUARD
"~ OFFICE OF THE ADJUTANT GENERAL
1776 MILITIA WAY
_ P.O. BOX 14350
SALEM, OREGON 97309-5047

January 15, 2004 RECEIV
Ms. Teal Purrington ” 9
Bureau of Land Management _ , JAN 20 2004
3050 NE Third Street BLM PRINEVILLE
Prineville, Oregon 97745 DISTRICT

| Dear Ms. Purrington:

In response to the public comment period for the Bureau of Land Management’s Draft Upper
Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (UDRMP-EIS), and as a
cooperating agency, the Oregon Military Department presents the following general comments and the

. attached detailed list of review comments on the Draft UDRMP-EIS. The Oregon Military Department

provides its reserved endorsement of the UDRMP-EIS and specifically a reserved endorsement of the
BLM’s preferred alternative, Alternative 7. The Oregon Military Department has reservations concerning
the UDRMP-EIS and the alternatives based on what this Department interprets as weaknesses and -
1ncons1stenc1es within the UDRMP-EIS

~ The goal of the Oregon Military Department is 1o obtain a long-term land use agreement with the
Bureau of Land Management for the cooperative use of the Biak Training Center in central Oregon. The
Oregon Military Department requires a maneuver training area within the State of Oregon to train
mechanized, mounted and dismounted National Guard units to support their State and Federal missions.
Currently the-Oregon Military Department has no other comparable training site to the Biak Training
Center in Oregon. Comparable out of state maneuver training areas are cost prohibitive and movement
times to and from such out of state locations result in the loss of effective training time and will increase

‘maintenance costs on vehicles and other equipment, resulting in an overall decrease in the effective

readiness of Oregon National Guard units to fulfill their mission requirements. The indirect consequence
of the loss of effective maneuver training land within Oregon is a decrease of the Oregon National
Guard’s readiness to meet State and Federal missions and emergency plans. Consequently the BLM’s
proposed action affects the overall public health and safety and negative effects on National Guard
readiness may present inconsistencies with State and Federal plans and programs. The BLM’s purpose
and need statement regarding the Oregon Military Department and National Guard inadequately
addresses this goal.

As a cooperating agency, representatives of this Department have repeatedly stated, through the
BLM’s Issue/Interest Team, the BLM’s Interagency Interdisciplinary Team, and the South Redmond Area
Collaborative Planning Group, this Department’s position that we cannot effectively evaluate a land
allocation decision by the BLM without also knowing the specific Terms and Conditions to be placed on
military training activities. This Department considers the land allocation, the length of the land
allocation agreement, and the specific Terms and Conditions of use as being intrinsically related.
However as a cooperating agency, this Department had no visibility or input into the development of the
BLM’s Management Direction contained in Volume III of this UDRMP-EIS and was afforded no



opportunity to review or comment on BLM Management Direction until this public comment period.
Based on a meeting with Mr, Barron Bail, BLM District Manager, in 2003 we were under the impression
that this Department would be afforded the opportunities normally associated with common courtesy of a
cooperating agency. This was not the case with respect to Volume III that contains the standards and
guides of this plan. While the Oregon Military Department supports the general BLM intent and goals
established for the UDRMP-EIS, there are a number of inconsistencies and problems that still need to be -
clarified and resolved. For example, in the BLM’s management direction statements common to all

- alternatives, both in Volume II and III, the Bureau states that any military land use agreement will ensure
consistency with “environmental requirements”. Yet the BLM does not provide a complete listing of
those “environmental requirements”. Another example, while the BLM provides for the allocation of
remote rotational training areas in Alternatives 6 and 7, within the Standards and Guides contained with
Volume III, the BLM designates the Steamboat Rock area as being “closed to full size vehicles”, thus
simultaneously closing this area to most potential military training activities. Consequently, the Oregon
Military Department will have to further assess the viability of using this area to determine if it meets the
needs of the Oregon National Guard. Likewise, BLM designates other lands for military use but then
under BLM recreational or transportation management direction also either restricts off highway vehicle
use to designated roads and trails or designates most roads for potential closure, effectively cutting access
to those areas at some future time. Based on these examples, the Oregon Military Department can

- provide only a limited and reserved endorsement of the BLM’s Draft UDRMP-EIS as currently written.

The Oregon Military Department requests that the BLM meet and consult with this Department to
-resolve and clarify issues regarding the Draft UDRMP-EIS. The Department requests, in accordance
~ with 43 CFR §1610.3, that the BLM Area Manager notify and identify for this Department
inconsistencies between the UDRMP-EIS and related National Guard and State “plans, policies, or
programs”.’ We will continue to cooperate with the BLM to identify the inconsistencies within the plan

and work to resolve them in a manner consistent with the stated requirements and the néeds of this
agency. Iam forwarding copies of this letter to Mr. Jim Brown and Mr. Lance Clark of the State
Govemor’s office. :

~ Sincerely,
RAYMOND CNRNEQ%/JR?.
Brigadier General

- Acting Adjutant General

Enclosure



Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004

Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Managemenf Plan and EnVJronmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003,

Oregon Military Department (OMD) agrees with the BLM’s statement that OMD has land
management responsibilities within the planning area, specifically the Biak Training
Center, and will be using this environmental analysis to support future OMD or Oregon
National Guard (ORNG) decisions. :

OMD agrees with the BLM’s guidance statement prov1dmg for long-term shared use of the

.BLM adrmmstered lands by the ORNG

OMD agrees with BLM’s rationale for identification of the preferred alternative to meet
“long-term military training needs” are concerned in so far as the land allocation decision
is identified within the preferred alternative. While this document develops ““Standards
and Guides™ regarding that long-term use, it does not identify for the OMD what training
activities would be considered appropriate in the future for any specific land area.

2-3

‘While OMD agrees with the BLM’s statement that high road and trail densities “can

break up wildlife habitat, the numeric density threshold and extent to which primitive
roads and trails do break up wildlife habitat in the UPDRMP high desert environment is
not clearly understood. Additionally, OMD believes that frequency of use, as addressed in
the next paragraph, is also a factor but that these factors are interrelated, are semi-
dependent variables, and could be inversely related.

OMD believes that this “Purpose and Need” statement regarding the “Oregon Mllltary ,
Department and National Guard” is inadequate. The statement does not identify the need
of the OMD to maintain a large training maneuver area within the State of Oregon for the
purpose of training National Guard troops and maintaining troop readiness in support of
State and national missions to include State emergencies effecting the public health and
safety. This purpose and need statement does not identify the issue that there is no
comparable maneuver training area within the State of Oregon. The purpose and need
statement also inadequately addresses the need for a long-term (30 year) land use
agreement for training lands in order to appropriately obtain congressional funding to
adequately resource the Training Center in terms of program, manpower, and equipment.
Programs include the Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan for the purpose of
maintaining the natural setting of the Training Center, the Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan the protection of archeological resources, and the development of the
Integrated Wildland Fire Management Plan for the protection of resources and the local
communities from wildland fire.

Change sentence to read as follows: “Noise and dust from training may disturb ...”

—

Change sentence to read as follows: “The Oregon Military Department recently completed
both an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and an Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan that guide their resource activities within the permit area.”

Change sentence to read as follows: “Public land use supports the military training
purposes of the Biak Training Center where those activities are consistent with public
natural and cultural resource objectives and provide a reliable long-term land base for
training operations.” '

Change name to read: “Biak Training Center”. This may be a global change within the
documents.

S

See comment above for Volume I, page xxxv, paragraph 5, sentence 3. »

|

OMD agrees with BLM’s general management direction statement common to all _
alternatives with respect to “Military Uses”. However, OMD requests BLM to clarify or
reference in this statement the source or location of the “environmental requirements”
within this document or the procedures to establish such in the future before OMD can -
knowingly fully accept this management statement.




Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004
Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003

This Wagon Roads ACEC management direction is conswtent with the Biak Training
Center’s current INRMP, ICRMP and SOP regarding the Horner Road and can be
extended by OMD to the Bend-Prineville Road. Current Biak SOP calls for a restriction
on the Horner Road to light wheeled vehicles only and in convoys of four or few vehicles
_together. '

80

Historic and current BLM and OMD management allows for military off road wheeled
‘vehicle use in the vicinity of these roads. OMD requests the continuation of this
management policy and in turn can provide for additional specific mitigation actions -

- within the Wagon Roads ACEC. Such a variance within this ACEC would be consistent

with management direction common all action alternatives described on page 87. Sucha
continuation is also consistent to BLM’s Allowable Uses as identified in Volume IIT, page
54, bullet 4.

87

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Common to Alternatives 2-7 would be the use of
at least & minimum of 21,000 acres within the core area of the Biak Training Center for
long-term military use.

87

See comment above for Volume II, page 26, paragraph 7, sentence 3, globally change
“BIAK training center” to read “Biak Training Center” in all documents.

97

This BLM management policy is consistent with OMD Special Use Permit Terms and
Conditions and Biak Training Center SOP that already prohibits military training activities
on the public lands with live (projectile firing) ammunition.

112

See comment above for Volume II, page 53, paragraph 7. OMD requests BLM to clarlfy
or reference in this statement the source or location of the “environmental requirements” o
the procedures to establish such in the future before OMD can knowmgly fully accept thls
management statement.

The italicized title to this paragraph should be deleted. The paragraph does not address
area “classification type” or “type of training” as suggested by the title.

This sentence should-be moved to the following “Buffer Areas” paragraph and changed to

-| read as follows: “The Training Center boundary shall include a % mile wide buffer inside

the boundary when that boundary is in direct contact with or within a-% mile proximity to
private property. Military training activities will be restricted to light dismounted training
activities within this buffer zone and there shall be no discharge of blank ammunition
within the buffer zone. This buffer zone however does not preclude vehicle movement to
or from the Training Center along OMD-BLM designated roads through the buffer zone
for access purpose to the Training Center.”

113

OMD suggests moving this entire paragraph on “buffer areas” fo page 53 and place this
paragraph under “Military Uses” under Management Direction Common to all
Alternatives.

118

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Alternative 3 would provide about 8000 less
acres for long-term m111tary 1Ia1mng » Delete that portlon of the sentence stating that this

131

OMD does not concur w1th or support BLM Alternatwe 3. OMD considers Alternative 3
as not meeting the purpose and need. See comment above regarding Volume II, page 13.
As noted in the BLM’s analysis of environmental consequences, Volume II, page 463,
rehabilitation efforts will be impaired and the quality of the natural resources will be
reduced and negatively impacted to unmanageable levels by Army and BLM standards.

131

OMD suggests the addition of a sentence to the end of this paragraph stating: “Public lands
located immediately east of the airport but west of the Canal and adjacent to the OMD’s
Central Oregon Unit and Training Equipment site, which is OMD owned land, would be
retained as part of the Biak Training Center”.

138

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Alternative 4 would decrease the available area
for long-term training from Alternative 1, the existing condition, by apprommately 3,500
acres.’




Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004

Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003.

OMD does not concur with or support BLM Alternative 4, OMD con51ders Alternative 4
as not meeting the purpose and need. See comment above regarding Volume II, page 13.
"As noted in the BLM’s analysis of environmental consequences, Volume II, page 463,
rehabilitation efforts will have to be “more intensive” and consequently more prone to
failure and the quality of the natural resources will be reduced and negatively impacted to
unmanageable levels by Army and BLM standards. Additionally, the BLM states on page
463 that training activities “may be modified” without stating what will be the
environmental requirements for this alternative which would require modification of
training activities.

149

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Military use would be permitted as shown in'the
Alternative 4 illustration on Map 335, Oregon Military Department Use Areas.”

149

OMD suggests moving this entire paragraph on buffer areas to page 53 as per comment
above regarding Volume IT, page 113, paragraph 3 In combmmg these paragraphs OMD
also suggests deleting the following phase hile- :

166 -

OMD suggests deleting this entire paragraph per comrnents above regardmg Volume II
page 113, paragraph 3 and page 149, paragraph 4. OMD also suggests that to be consistent
between all alternatives, the buffer be retained a ¥ mile.

182

OMD is concemed about the appropriate military uses, local iesident/community concerms,
and encroachment issues regarding rotation area #1, the Steamboat Rock area. This area is
split by Lower Bridge Road and is adjacent to the Deschutes Wild and Scenic River

-| Corridor and Crooked River Ranch. The OMD can identify no immediate training area

requirement for this land allocation but is willing to assess the potential for use of this area.
OMD’s preference is to utilize areas 2 and 3. Areas 2 and 3 better fit within the design and
intent of OMD’s future training activities noting that OMD used Area 2 during the 2002
brigade training exercise.

182

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Three Totational training areas would be
designated so that any one rotation training area Would be available for. training for a
specific duration, estimated at three years per area™ ~—

Also see comment above concerning this paragraph.

182,

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Military use would be allowed in those areas
identified for Alternative 6 as shown on Map 36.”

197

BLM should be aware and understand that the OMD only has limited resources to provide
restoration. OMD’s commitment is to range rehabilitation post military training activities.

199

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Military use would be allowed in those areas
identified for Alternative 7 as shown on Map 36. The core tralmng area under this
alternative is approximately 27,934 acres.’

199

See comment above regarding Volume II, page 182, paragraph 1. OMD’s concerns here
remain the same as stated above for that section.

214

Under the heading of “Military” land uses, OMD requests that the BLM separate out the
core training area land allocation and percentage from the rotational training area land
allocation in this comparison of alternatives. This separation will better serve the public in
understanding the land area allocations between the alternatives, especially in regards to
Alternatives 6 and 7.

226

OMD requests that this discussion of the local area history include information regarding
military training use and development in central Oregon during World War II. For
example, the military developed or expanded many of the current airport facilities in use
by the local communities today. The military built many facilities still in use today, for

‘example the Great Hall at Sunriver. Such facilities owe their origin to historic 20" century

military training activities in central Oregon and such activities provide economic input to
the local economy as well as supported national interests during wartime,

241

OMD requests that the BLM insert after this sentence, for public clarity and consistency
within this plan, a copy of the statement contained in the last sentence on page 356,
paragraph 4 “Typically, military activities do not impact old growth juniper trees or
snags.”




Ofegon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004
Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003.

251

OMD requests that the BLM also include information here regarding the fact that the
OMD cooperates with BLM management direction regarding control of noxious weeds
and that OMD annual funds a noxious weed abatement program in accordance with BLM
management goals and direction.

287

OMD requests that the BLM also include information here regarding the fact that OMD
cooperates with the BLM fire management program, that OMD is required by the existing
permit to provide for wildland fire protection for training areas in use during training
activities, and that OMD is currently working on an Integrated Wildland Fire Management
Program as part of its effort to improve interagency cooperation regarding wildland fire
control issues.

298

See comment above for Volume II, page 26, paragraph 7, sentence 3, concerning globally
replacing “BIAXK: Training Center” with “Biak Training Center”.

298

Change this sentence to read as follows: “The current Training Center boundary is
displayed as Alternative 1 on Map 35.”

298

Change this sentence to read as follows: “While use of the Training Center is expected to
remain cyclical, the average annual training usage for the Biak Training Center is expected
to range around 12,000 man-days per year or on average less than 70 days per year given
the current force structure within the Oregon National Guard. Of those 70 days, 15 days or
20 percent of the training days involve activities at developed training sites such as the
Brett Hall and the Central Oregon Unit Training and Equipment Site (COUTES) and

therefore occur on lands outside of the scope of the resource management plan.”

299

OMD requests BLM to define and clarify the statement “There are also restrictions on use
of vehicles, excavation activity, and uses near private property”.

299

OMD requests that the BLM also include information here under the heading of
“Rehabilitation” that the OMD has both an Integrated Natural Resources Management
Plan and Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan, The OMD is a cooperator in
BLM resource management goals-and directions. The OMD-rehabilitation program has
been a long-term program with a continual expenditure of funds over the past 15 years.
The OMD’s rehabilitation efforts are reviewed by BLM and use BLM prescriptions for
vegetation seeding. Under these programs, the OMD is a cooperator in noxious weed
control and under the requirements of OMD’s land use permit with the BLM, OMD also
provides for wildland fire protection of training areas used during training activities.

316 1

Change this sentence to read as follows entéring in the use of a colon: “The planning area
has existing withdrawals for: ....”

319

OMD request the BLM include the following sentence: “The OMD has an Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan with the goal of protecting and preserving .
archaeological resources from damage due to military training activities and cooperates
with the BLM’s cultura] resource management goals and direction.”

1322

OMD requests the BLM include the following sentence: “The OMD cooperates with BLM
management of these historic roads and has voluntarily within its SOP restricted military
traffic on the Horner Road by reducmg the numbers and size of military vehicles allowed
to use this route for training purposes.”
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Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004

Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003.

OMD requests that the BLM identifies and includes under the topic of direct effects that
BLM actions have direct effect on the allowable area and type of military training
activities to occur within that area. This indirectly affects the readiness and safety of
soldiers in the performance of their state and national missions. Indirect effects also
include changes to existing OMD plans and programs in that new BLM requirements and
environmental regulations will require OMD to update and change its existing plans and
programs to conform to new BLM guidelines. While the BLM’s plan focuses on direct
and indirect effects to natural and cultural resources, a key element of NEPA is the
determination of “the degree to which the proposed action affects public health and
safety” (40 CFR §1508.27(b)(2)). The Oregon National Guard’s readiness indirectly
effects the public health and safety of the citizens of Oregon. Additionally, the BLM must
advise the OMD within this plan of any inconsistencies between the UDRMP and ORNG
plans in accordance with 43 CFR §1610.3-1 as well as identify those inconsistencies to the
Governor of the State of Oregon in accordance with 43 CFR §1610.3-2(e). Consequently,
the OMD considers the BLM’s development of the direct and indirect consequences of
this plan on military readiness and the subsequent safety of the citizens of Oregon as being
deficient.

356

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Typically, military activities do not impact old
growth juniper trees or snags.” Also see comment above for Volume II, page 241,
paragraph 4, sentence 3 concemmg moving a copy of this statement and inserting it after
that sentence 3.

419

OMD requests BLM to include a statement that under the “Review Update of the 1995
Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy” that the OMD/ORNG is preparing an
Integrated Wildland Fire Management Policy for the purpose of improving interagency
coordination and standardization in providing for wildland fire control and suppression.
Additionally the OMD is required under its existing land use permit to provide for fire
protection of training areas in use during periods of training activities,

434"

OMD requests the continuation of current BLM management policy in regards to military
access to the Wagon Roads ACEC as per comment above for Volume IT, page 80,
paragraph 2, sefitences 3-4. Such a continuation is consistent to BLM’s Allowable Uses
as identified in Volume III, page 54, bullet 4.

461

OMD requests BLM to amend this sentence to include the following statement:
“Continuation of long-term use would be subject to periodic review of both the National
Guard and BLM’s standards and guidelines and review and monitoring of the National
Guard’s performance in meeting the standards and guides for the purpose of allowing for
adjustments to trammg activities, mitigation programs, and overall State wide training
goals and strategy.”

461

Table
4-19

See comment above for Volume II, page 214, Table 2-1. OMD requests BLM to separate
out total acreage, core training area acreage from rotation area acreage and percentages,
gpecifically for Alternatives 6 and 7, to clarify these points for the public.

462

OMD requests BLM to clearly identify inconsistencies between agency plans and
activities, define environmental requirements for each alternative and clearly state what
modifications to military training activities may be necessary Refer to comrnent above

“on Volume II, page 356, paragraph 2.

462

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Alternative 7 is similar to Alternative 6 except
that lands south of the BPA power line corridor and west of the North Unit Main Canal
and Pronghom Resort Road are removed/eliminated from the Training Center,

462

Change this sentence to read as follows: “With the exception of public lands immediately
east of the airport and adjacent to OMD’s Central Oregon Unit and Training and
Equipment Site (COUTES), the military would probably replace training currently done
west of the North Unit Canal to the area north of Highway 126 to avoid conflicts with the
Pronghorn Resort development.” :




Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004
Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003.

Change this sentence to read as follows: “BLM and the OMD estimate that training would
occur about 5 to 7 days per year in the rotational areas, which would reduce training days
on the core training area to an estimated 48 days per year.”

464

This paragraph can be deleted since it is redundant to information contamed within
Volume I, page 463, paragraph 8.

475

5&6

OMD requests that the BLM clarify this analysis of alternatives, 1dent1fymg the
environmental requirements and restrictions being placed on military training activities
and identifying the inconsistencies between current planning and uses and those being
developed under resource management plan in accordance with 43 CFR §1610.3-1(c) and
§1610.3-2(e). This is particularly crucial in considering Alternatives 3 and 4. Refer to
comments and concerns expressed above for: Volume I, page XXXV, paragraph 5; and
Volume II: page 53; page 356, paragraph 2.

434

3&4

Ditto.

488

2&3

Ditto.

492

4&5

Ditto.

499

5&6

Ditto.

503
504

Dirto.

545

W=

OMD requests the continuation of current BLM management policy in regards to military
access to the Wagor Roads ACEC as per comment above for Volume IT, page 80,
paragraph 2, sentences 3-4 and Volume II, page 434, paragraph 7, sentence 5. Sucha
continuation is consistent to BLM’s Allowable Uses as identified in Volume III, page 54,
bullet 4.

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Designating an adequate public land base for
long-term military training provides the OMD opportunity to apply for congressional
funding for major infrastructure development and projects to improve the Training Center;
with construction and a gradual increase in training activities, the economic benefits are
expected to gradually increase above the 2002 Jevel. Natural resource projects, including
range rehabilitation work and the development of an Integrated Wildland Fire
Management Program, which will improve wildland fire protection, will prov1de
additional economic benefit to the BLM and local community.”

552

See comment above for Volume II, page 26, paragraph 7, sentence 3: Globally change
“BIAJ Training Center” to read “Biak Training Center™.

552

4-5

Change this sentence to read as follows: “The Biak Training Center cannot qualify for
congressional funding of capitol improvement projects unless OMD obtains a long-term
land use agreement of at least 30 years. Such improvements and upgrades will qualify the
Training Center for a change in the National Guard Bureau’s rating of the Training Center
from a local fraining center to an intermediate training center. This change in rating will
also enhance the OMD’s ability to obtain additional funding for full time manpower and
equipment to staff the Training Center.”

OMD recommends that the BLM include here a list of the Cooperating Agencies

OMD concurs with Objective MU-1, the Rationale and Guidelines applicable to Objective
MU-1 with one caveat, OMD’s representative has repeatedly stated OMD’s position to
the BLM that OMD cannot adequately assess the land allocation decision of the BLM
without also fully knowing the Terms and Conditions of such use. OMD continues to
express its opinion and concern that land allocation, the defined length of use, and the
Terms and Conditions of use are intrinsically related issues and cannot be adequately
assess without full knowledge or consideration of all those factors together. QMD
contends that BLM cannot fully and knowledgeably identify inconsistencies between
BLM and OMD/National Guard plans and programs as required within 43 CFR §1610.3

without consideration of all three fact_ors together.

6
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See comment above regarding Volume III, page 20.

36

OMD concurs with this wildlife guideline to develop a habitat management plan in
coordination with the BLM.

54

Third Bullet Statement: OMD concurs with this Wagon Road ACEC allowable use noting
that the Biak Training Center’s Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) already voluntarily
restricts vehicle use along the Homer Road by limiting type and number of vehicles
allowed. OMD requests that this management direction identified as “common” to all
action alternatives be consistently identified and applied in Volume II: page 80, paragraph
2; page 434, paragraph 7; and page 545, paragraph 3. OMD also suggests that the second
sentence of this bullet be changed to read as follows: “Locations where tracked vehicles
would cross the historic roads will be determined in consultation with the Oregon Military
Department.”

64

| OMD concurs with these BLM management objectives, rationale and guidelines.

77

OMD requests BLM under Guidelines for OHV Objective R-1 for the Bend/Redmond
geographic area to state Guidelines applicable to military OHV use of the Biak Training
Center and lands deemed appropriate for military training use. OMD cannot concur with
this Objective without knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use.

77

OMD concurs with BLM OHV management Objective R-2, the Rationale and Guidelines
applicable to Objective R-2.

84

OMD requests BLM under Guidelines for OHV Objective R-1 For the Millican Plateau
geographic area to state Guidelines applicable to military OHV use of the Biak Training
Center and lands deemed appropriate for military training use. OMD cannot concur with
this Objective without knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use.
See comment above regarding Volume III, page 77.

96

OMD concurs with BLM transportation management Objective TU-4. OMD requests
BLM to identify consistencies and inconsistencies between this objective and OHV
Objective R-1 for the Bend/Redmond and Miltican-Plateau geographic areas regardmg off
highway military training uses.

100

OMD concurs with BLM public health and safety Objective PHS 1, the Rationale and
Guidelines.

112

OMD concurs with BLM military use management Objective 2MU-1.

112

OMD suggests that BLM move.this paragraph regarding “Buffer Areas” to “Management
Direction Common to All Alternatives” Volume III, page 20 under the subheading
“Military Uses”,

114

See comment regarding OHV Objectives above under Volume I1I, page 77.

117

Ditto.

125

OMD requests that the BLM identify which specific roads within the Training Center will
be closed and what if any exemption the ORNG will be given to use such roads for
training activities. OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective
2TU-5 without knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and
without identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and
programs. Additionally, closure of all roads, to include military traffic, as designated on
Map S-2 will have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to effectively use the
Biak Training Center for military training activities. This issue is applicable to all BLM
transportation management direction for all alternatives. OMD requests BLM consult and
reach consensus with OMD prior to the determination of which roads are to be closed

“within areas designated as appropriate for military training activities.

139

OMD does not concur with BLM military use management Objective 3MU-4, OMD
considers Alternative 3 as not meeting the purpose and need. See comment above
regarding Volume II, page 13, page 131, and page 463.

141

OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 3R-1 for the
Bend/Redmond geographic area. See comment above for Volume IIL, page 77 regarding
OHV Objective R-1.
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145

OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 3R-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 84 regarding OHV
Objective R-1. ‘

151

OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 3TU-6 without
knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-3
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume III page 125 regarding road closures.

158

OMD does not concur with BLM military use management Objective 4MU-5. OMD
considers Alternative 4 as not meeting the purpose and need. See comment above
regarding Volume II, page 13, page 149 and page 463.

163-

OMD does not concur with BLM OHYV management Objective 4R-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 84 regarding OHV
Objective R-1.

169

OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management ObJectlve 4TU-6 without
knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-4
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume ITI page 125 regarding road closures.

177

See comment above, Volume III, page 112, paragraph 9, regarding “buffers”. OMD also
suggests that to be consistent between all alternatives, the buffer be retained a ¥ mile.

179

OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 5R-1 for the
Bend/Redmond geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 77 regarding
OHV Objective R-1.

183

OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective SR-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 84 regarding OHV
Objective R-1.

187

11

OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 5TU-6 without
knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-5
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume III page 125 regarding road closures.

196

3-5

OMD concurs with Military Use Objective 6MU-6 but requests that the BLM clarify its
Guidelines. The OMD is not “adopting” lands for purpose of rehabilitation. The Army’s
rehabilitation program is incidental and applicable only to lands that the military uses for
training. Mitigation is a possibility but mitigation work must be clearly defined and
correlated to military training actions to offset the environmental consequences of those
activities. See comment concerning Steamboat Rock area, Volume II, page 182,
paragraph 1.

198

OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management ObJ ective 6R-1 for the
Bend/Redmond geographic area. See comment above for Volume ITI, page 77 regarding
OHYV Objective R-1.

200

OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 6R-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 84 regarding OHV
Objective R-1.

203 |

11

OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 6TU-6 without
knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-6
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume III page 125 regarding road closures.
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OMD concurs with BLM Military Use Objective 7MU-6 but requests that the BLM
clarify its Guidelines, specifically vehicle use of the Steamboat Rock area. This
alternative is OMD’s preference among all alternatives.

214

4" Bullet regarding Steamboat Rock, closing this area to “full size vehicles” precludes this
area from any military training use and effectively closes this area to the military.

218

OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 7R-1 for the
Bend/Redmond geographic area. See comment above for Volume ITT, page 77 regardmg

OHV Objective R-1.

224

OMD does not concur with BLM OHV managemert Objective 6R—1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area.. See comment above for Volume II1, page 84 regarding OHV

Objective R-1.

231

OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 7TU-6 without
knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-7
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume III page 125 regarding road closures.
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RECEIVED

January 15, 2004
| - JAN 2 0 2004
Bureau of Land Management B
: LM P
Prineville District Office | | DISF;!";"%\;!LLE

3050 NE 3™ St.
Prineville, OR 97754

RE: Comments on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan ahd EIS.

Dear BLM:

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Draft Upper Deschute
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (the RMP). The Northwest
Environmental Defense Center's (NEDC’s) purpose is to preserve and protect the natural
- environment in the Pacific Northwest. NEDC monitors federal land management activities to
ensure agency compliance with statutes such as the Endangered Species Act, National
Environmental Policy Act, National Forest Management Act, the Clean Water Act and others:
Our members regularly utilize Bureau of Land Management and other public lands for a variety
of purposes and have a strong interest in improving forest and rangeland ecosystems. While the
proposed RMP includes some encouragmg aspects, in general it potentlally threatens these 4
' interest. . - : e

NEDC maintains that the continuation of livestock grazing and other actions in the
planning area at the levels anticipated by the RMP will likely result in further degradation of the
areas unique ecological conditions. As a result, these actions are contrary to federal law and the
objectives listed in the RMP itself and will significantly and adversely affect the use and
enjoyment of the area by NEDC members for the following reasons:

a) The RMP Fails to Satisfy NEPA Requirements.

The RMP does not satisfy NEPA requirements to evaluate a reasonable range of
alternatives. While the stated purpose of each alternative appears to be different, the management
direction of the various resources in the alternatives differs very little. In each of the alternatives,
for example, most of the planning area would be available for mineral sales and the range from
100% to 81% availability varies by less then 20%. See, vol. 1, p. 41. In fact, in each of the
' altematwes, the entire land base is available for locatable mineral entry and the agency does not
. propose to withdraw any of the planmng areas from such us. Id.

Similarly, out of the seven alternatives hsted, the number of acres that will be grazed by
livestock never falls below 230,000. Id. at 40. Finally, none of the alternatives contain a “no-
logging” proposal and the amount of the land be logged varies by only 7%. Id. at 41.

In addition, the RMP conflicts with NEPA by failing to assess the impacts on the
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environment of maintaining existing livestock grazing levels. This is a violation of NEPA
which requires federal agencies to determine environmental conseéquences before taking action.
The NEPA process must occur "early enough so that it can serve practically as an

important contribution to the decision making process and will not be used to rationalize

or justify decisions already made." Reference Guide at § 1502.5 (emphasis added). Even

in the event BLM cannot obtain relevant information to make a determination on
environmental impacts, it must include a summary of existing credible scientific

evidence and its evaluation of foreseeable impacts based on theoretical approaches or if

the information is simply unavailable the EIS must indicate this. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22.

‘ The RMP fails to satisfy the NEPA requirement that it address the environmental
consequences of the proposed action by failing to sufficiently discuss the impacts of grazing
and other activities on microbiotic crusts which are important in stabilizing soil, fixing nitrogen,
incieasing soil fertility, increasing growth of higher plants and, in some areas increasing water
infiltration. This is in spite of the significant part played by microbiotic crust as indicators of
rangeland health and its substantial sensitivity to livestock grazing and other disturbances. The
RMP, itself provides that when “biological soil crusts are disturbed, nutrient cycling especially
nitrogen, can result in reductions in soil nitrogen or fixation in the range of 75 to 95 percent on
sandy soils. This results in changes to species composition, burial, and reduced input and ‘ b

elevated losses (Belnap et al.,2001).They also have direct multi-interactions with vascular plants 4
_in cool deserts (frost-heaving)like those in the planning area by ‘increased perennial vascular
seed entrapment, germination, establishment, survival, biomass, and nufritional status’ ((Belnap
and Harper,1995).” RMP at vol. 2, p. 286. ' |
b)  The RMP Conflicts with the Taylor Grazmg Act and the Federal Land Management
’ Planning Act

" The RMP fails to provide the BLM's assessment or criteria for its determination of which
acres are suitable or which are “chiefly valuable” for livestock grazing in violation of FLPMA
and the Taylor Grazing Act. In addition, the agency fails to adequately identify the cause of the
degraded rangeland condition of the planning area. Based on the increase of weed cover, the
number of water quality limited streams, the decline of native wildlife species, the large number -
of sensitive species, low native grass and high shrub cover, the rangelands of the planning area
are in poor condition. Rather then identify current or even recent livestock grazing and other
uses as the cause of these problems, the RMP refers to “past” grazing. Id. p. 296. Further the
BLM provides that “in the recent past, the public was primarily concerned about the ecological
effects of grazing. As grazing management and pohcy have adapted to address these concerns,
the criticism has shifted to the economics of grazing livestock on BLM administered lands.” Id.

Rather interpreting impacts of overgrazing to miss-conception by the public, however,
Interior planning regulations which requires the agency to accurately and fully identify issues in )
the planning process. See 43 C.F.R. 1610.4-1. The RMP is contrary to 43 CF.R. 1610.4-1 by
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failing to adequately identify the cause of the degraded rangeland condition of the planning area.
Based on the increase of weed cover, the number of water quality limited streams, the decline of
native wildlife species, the large number of sensitive species, low native grass and high shrub
cover, the rangelands of the planning area are in poor condition.

In relation to livestock grazing, the RMP provides that under the preferred “altematwe
the BLM would use a formula to estimate potential for conflict and demand to help identify
where problems are likely to occur.” RMP vol. 2, p. 199. “The BLM would also set maximum
allowable conflict and demand thresholds, and take actions as necessary to keep management
costs and conflicts below those thresholds....A model or formula is used in Common to
~ Alternatives 2 -7 to help estimate which allotments have the highest potential for problems, or
conflicts...The BLM would then use these estimates to help make decisions about where
livestock grazing should continue, and where conflicts might be high enough to warrant
modifying or discontinuing grazing now or in the future.” Id at 84. |

The preferred alternative, however, conflicts with “Existing management direction -
[which] already provides a process for responding to ecological concerns.” Id. This is based on
fact that the “formula for Alternative 7 is modified...by the addition of an “ecological conflict ”
factor.., but this addition would provide decision-makers with a way to consider social,
economic, and ecological factors.” 7d. This problem is exacerbated by the fact that, under the
preferred alternative, allotments would not be placed in “closed ” or RFA status in most cases,
unless the grazing permittee voluntarily relinquishes his or her permit.” Id. at 199.

In addition, inserting an “after-the-fact” approach to decision making into environmental
analysis and planning not only violates NEPA but fails to satisfy the planning requirements under
FLPMA. The planning regulations require that the “District or Area Manager shall estimate and
display the physical, biological, economic, and social effects of implementing each alternative
- considered in detail.” 43 C.F.R. § 1610.4-6. Based on the “wait and see” nature of applying
“formulas” to management decisions, however, the RMP cannot provide any definitive
determinations in relation to the impacts of livestock grazing and other actions on to the public
prior to these actions taking place.

The regulations also require that the “District or Area Manager shall analyze the -
inventory data and other information available to determine the ability of the resource area to
respond to identified issues and opportunities. The analysis of the management situation shall
provide, consistent with multiple use principles, the basis for formulating reasonable
alternatives, including the types of resources for development or protection. 43 C.F.R. § 1610.4-
4. The RMP’s “formula” approach, however, could not possibly meet these standard since it
does not allow the decision maker to fully and adequately identify the ability of the resource to
respond to specific management actions due to its constantly changing nature.

Further, because the formula approach requires well developed and statistically valid
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monitoring programs be in place in order to accurately identify the impacts of management
decisions, it is highly unlikely, in this case, that decisions necessary to protect resource values
will be made during the life of the RMP. This is because, BLM has a long history of failing to
conduct required monitoring and to take appropriate action when such studies are done. Further, -
funds for monitoring have typically been the first items eliminated from BLM's budget and
instead of stopping all actions for which the monitoring was supposed to take place, the agency
proceeded or continued the actions. Se, General Accounting Office Report (GAO/RCED-92-
51). It is extremely rare for monitoring to be implemented adequately under land management
plans. In many cases recovery plans either lack monitoring programs altogether or have
extremely vague requirements for how plans should be modified on the basis of data derived
from monitoring. See, Noss et al, The Science of Conservation Planning, Island Press,
Washington, D.C. (1997).

c) The RMP is Contrziry to the Clean Water Act

The RMP provides that “Currently there are no known BLM actions that are significantly
- affecting the fisheries resource within the planning area.” RMP vol. 2, p. 275. The document also
provides, however, that several of the streams within the planning area are currently listed under
section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for failure to meet state water quality standards. RMP
vol.2, p. 79.

In addltion, the BLM’s finding that its activities do not impact fishery resources
completely ignores the fact that bull trout which, are found in the planning area, have been listed
as threatened due to limitations to: “1)spawning, rearing, foraging, or over-wintering habitat to
support existing...local populations; (2)movement corridors necessary for maintaining migratory
life history forms; and/or (3)suitable and historically occupied habitat that is essential for
recovering existing local populations that have declined, or that is needed to reestablish local
populations required for recovery.” Id at 277 Further, the numbers of redband and brown trout
and other fish species are critically low in certain locations in the planning area, in part, due to

“poor” habitat conditions and “lack of cover.” Id at 274.

Asa result of the BLM’s conclusions regarding the lack of impacts of its management
actions on fishery resources , the RMP fails to adequately assess the plans effects on fish habitat
and what, if anything, BLM plaris to do about the continued degradation of such habitat. The
. RMP, for example, fails to describe or even identify surface disturbing activities or make
anything more than a passing reference to mitigation for such impacts.
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d) The RMP Will Likely Contribute to the Need for Listing of Sage Grouse.

“Throughout its range, sage grouse (Bureau Sensitive)is a species of high public interest
and may be petitioned for federal hsung as either a threatened or endangered species.” RMP vol.
2,p. 259. In addition, Sage grouse “relies primarily on sagebrush for its nutritional and
habitat needs and is considered an ‘obligate species ‘ or ‘indicator species‘ which means
their population success can be directly tied to the environmental conditions of the sage-steppe
habitat.” Id.

The quality and quantity of Sage grouse habitat in eastern Oregon including the
planning area, however, has declined during the 1980's and 1990's because of prolonged
drought, fires and agricultural development. Vast areas that where once sagebrush/bunchgrass
habitats are now dominated by cheatgrass with little or no sagebrush overstory making -
population recovery difficult. J. Connelly, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Population
Ecology and Habltat Needs. Western Sage Grouse Status Conference, Boise, Idaho, (14 January e
1999). . v

" .Regardless of these issues, under the RMP, Sage grouse is grouped with other wildlife
species and vague and limited rules are laid out for their management. Due to the extensive areas
and variety of habitats needed to sustain sage grouse, it is unlikely that current/prescribed levels
 of livestock grazing under the RMP will allow the Sage grouse to recover. Due to the fact that the
best nesting and rearing habitat for Sage grouse must consist of grasses and forbs, healthy insect
life and untrammeled sage brush cover, unless grazing and other practices under the RMP are
drastically revised, these practices will continue to degrade sage grouse habitats and contribute
to listing of the species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

e)  The RMP is Contrary to the Endangered Species Act

Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires the BLM to consult with NMFS on activities they
authorize, fund or carry cut to ensure that such activities are not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of their
critical habitat. 16 U.S.C. 1536()(2). The BLM's pervasive livestock grazing in the areas,
however, will violate this mandate by continuing to degrade necessary habitat for bull trout.

In fact, habitat conditions are already stressed for species on the brink of extinction.
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1) The RMP conflicts with BLM's IMPLWR

The RMP provides that “[u]nder all alternatives, WSAs and Instant Study Areas would be
managed to maintain'wilderness suitability consistent with the 1995 “Interim Management Policy
for Lands under Wilderness Review ” ((B/LP RMP).” RMP vol. 2, p. 52. BLM, however, limits

. compliance with the IMP to closing all “WSAs and ISAs...to mineral leasing”; regulating Plans
of operations; restricting geophysical exploration and management of mholdmgs that are
acquired within a WSA/ISA. .

The 32,221 acre Badland WSA is a prime example of an area in the planning area
needing protection above and beyond that provided in the RMP. Instead, the Badlands and other
WSAs should also be be off-limits to OHVs; and the few dirt ways that exist there should be
allowed to grow over with natural vegetation. Further the public should be encouraged to use
non-motorized transportation including walking instead of using OHVs, or skiing instead of
. snowmobiling. There are ample opportunities for Off-Highway vehicle enthusiasts in the nearby
Millican Valley and Fort Rock which is open to OHVs.

In addition, based on the vast amount of acreage allocated to livestock grazing in the
planning area under the RMP, it is all the more imperative that WSA's be protected from
degradation by livestock and other activities including limiting livestock numbers. The RMP,
however, fails to provide any indication that BLM has conducted monitoring or environmental
‘analysis within WSA's. Nor does the Plan indicate that WSAs will be managed for wilderness
values by reducing livestock numbers in those study areas were ecological values are declining.

Finally, there are approximately 290 million acres of public land managed by the BLM
across the United States and less than one percent of the juniper/grassland ecosystem is protected
in any way. Tthe Badlands and other WSAs in the planning area, therefore, provide unique
opportunities to restore a native high desert ecosystem in a quickly urbanizing area where the
demand for wilderness, recreation and open space is increasing.

2 Noxious W‘eeds.
The RMP provides that:

Noxious weeds pose a threat to native biological systems
and degrade all multiple-uses and other values on BLM
administered lands. These plants use water, nutrients, and
sunlight that would otherwise be used by native species, -
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IL

thus altering natural communities and ecosystems. The
invasiveness of weeds is due to their genetic make-up,
which enables them to exploit a resource “niche,” and the
lack of natural enemies such as insects, diseases, and
pathogens (Story,1992). Some of the consequences of
noxious weeds on BLM administered lands include effects
on: productivity of native rangelands; diversity of native
plant and animal species; range and population of special
status plants; habitat structural diversity; soil biological
crusts; scenic values; tourism; recreation; and in some
cases, human health and safety. Noxious weeds degrade
these uses and values by displacing native plant species,
decreasing soil stability, and disrupting natural processes
such as soil/water interactions, fire frequency and intensity
nutrient cycling and energy flow. _ '

RMP vol. 2, p. 253.

While the RMP, however, indicates that noxious weeds are currently managed
under the “Vegetation Treatment on BLM lands in Thirteen Western States and the
Prineville District Integrated Weed Management EA...both of which are several years
old, Id, the preferred alternative fails to provide for treatment or other means of
addressing this critical and pervasive problem. See, RMP vol.2, p. 188-197.

Requested Action

NEDC specifically requests that the BLM take all actions necessary to address the concerns

listed in these comments. In addition, we recommend that the BLM take the following specific
actions to the extent they have not been addressed by this document or our comments:

(a)

All rangelands in poor or fair condition should be withdrawn from livestock grazing until
they have developed an adequate herbaceous layer and a healthy microbiotic crust. BLM
should recognize that microbiotic crusts play a role in a functioning ecosystem, and the
monitoring of “biotic crusts” is one of at least 12 indicators that need to be examined as a
component of the Watershed Function for Uplands, a Standard for Rangeland Health. The
BLM should also recognize that recent literature and a new Technical Reference (TR 1730-
2), issued in 2001, provide further insight into the impacts on biological crusts from
livestock and other factors such as wildfire, the imprints of man, climate events, insects,
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rodents and other grazing herbivors. BLM should acknowledge the need to undertake a
consistent monitoring approach in evaluating biological soil crusts on upland sites. BLM
should agrees that the RMP will provide for monitoring for the indicators of rangeland
health, including biological soil crusts, and that BLM will use the data resulting from this
monitoring to inform decisions regarding management of grazing and other resource uses.

BLM should develop a soil crust monitoring strategy appropriate to the planning
area. BLM should provide NEDC and the public an opportunity to review and comment
on this methodology prior to implementation, including identification of appropriate
reference sites. The monitoring strategy should not be an inventory level but should be a
part of the overall evaluation of the watershed function for uplands.

All rangelands in excellent condition should be permanently withdrawn from livestock
grazing to allow baseline conditions to be studied and to act as a genetic reservoir of
native species that are necessaryior future reintroductions into degraded rangelands of
the region.

All temporary Non-Renewable permits should be permanently withdrawn.

Rangelands should only be planted with native species.

Livestock grazing should be reduced unless it can be shown that grazing does not cause
or contribute to the spread of invasive weeds.

Whenever adequate monitoring is not carried out, or evaluation of monitoring cannot take
place within a year of data collection, or managers are unwilling to change management
direction based on these data, then livestock grazing should be immediatly terminated.
Fires should not be fought in WSA'’s or special management areas.

"Prescribed burning should occur in the summer when Wildﬁres normally occur.
Bulldozers and other large equipment that has the ab111ty to disturb the soil and cause new
invasions of weeds should be avoided during fire fighting unless property or human lives

are at stake.

. Burned areas should be rested from 11vestock grazing and other act1v1t1es for at least 10
~ years following a fire. :



Comments of NEDC
January 15, 2004
p.- 9

)] livestock grazing should be allowed only were it has been found to be suitable and the
lands chiefly valuable for grazing.

(m) No grazi;ig should be allowed in special resource management areas.
(@  True standards having a definite time line should be incorporated.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding these comments. Thank you for
your attention to this matter. -

Hal Sh

NEDC Board Member

— ' : 6329 N.E. Sandy Blvd
: Portland, OR 97213

(503) 287-8805



Cea
syruyxyP¥EYVRD

| mmm,wi o

e
—-—-——:—: ——————;—ﬂ——:_—:_— =
) - 1926
LG/ 16 ~0' ——

10-10929000 mm cm oIS IOISOd TN
M PB. mmWhWE_z SIIPISGRLNA \W%ﬁ
. uoNOITIONEd  INNOWY "ﬁ N

atgd

— 3991S0d "s°N ¢
= [
i _

J R

N SNCDFUD

Hog

HUILYM DAUASHOD

e e e e

75 8 T xs




Department of Fish and Wildlife

: - High Desert Region
. 61374 Parrell Rd.
' RECE'VED " Bend, OR 97702
‘ " JAN 2 0 2004 Phone : 541-388-6363
Janvary 15, 2004 o , oL I FAX : 541-388-6281
o BLM PRINEVILLE ‘
Bureau of Land Management K DISTRICT . . [OREGON
3050 NE Third Street , ' '
Prineville, OR 97754 , ‘ : . r % |
' [Fiay & wildial

RE: ODFW Comments on Draft Envnonmental Impact Statement for the Upper Deschutes Resource Management
Plan .

T
The Oregon Department of F1sh and Wlldhfe (ODF W) has rewewed the Upper Deschutes Resource Management
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The DEIS proposes to revise management on 404,000 acres of
- Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands Jocated between Millican, Prineville, Sisters, Bend and La Pine. This
area has a rapidly growing population base resulting in user conflicts, impacts to natural-resources, public health and
safety concerns, wildland urban interface challenges, new plant and animal species listings, resource extraction
concerns, protection of archaeological resources, and the need for new or modified transportation and utility
) corridors. The DEIS goals are to:
e Sustain and where necessary, practical, and within available funding, restore the health of forests; rangeland
- aquatic, and riparian ecosystems.
Provide a predictable, sustained flow of economic benefits within the capabllztzes of the ecasystems.
Contribute to the recovery and de-listing of thréatened and endangered species and 303(d) listed waters.
Provide diverse recreational and educational opportunities within the capabilities of the ecosystems.
Manage natural-resources consistent with treaty and trust responsibilities to American Indian Tribes.

This is an aggressive and progressive resource management plan that addresses historic versus current vegetative
conditions, wildlife habitat ﬁ'agmentation and habitat change, motorized and non motorized recreational activities,
livestock management as it is tied to rangeland health, land tenure, public health and safety issues, transportation
and utility corridors, along with a number of other issues facing the BLM on 404,000 acres in the upper Deschutes
River basm of central Oregon.

The DEIS identifies seven alternatives that include:
1) continuation of existing direction
2) management of issues on a case-by-case basis
3) reducing conflicts between human use and wildlife habitat management objectives
4) emphasizing recreational uses
5) reducing conflict activities and providing higher wildlife habitat within the urban area
6) reducing conflict activities and providing higher wildlife habitat within the rural area
7) Preferred Alternative that combines various features of the other six alternatives

ODFW supports the Preferred Alternative (7) with seasonal closure modifications to motorized vehicles on
identified primary wildlife emphasis areas in the North Millican, Millican Plateau, and Prineville Reservoir
geographic areas to protect wintering big game species. ODFW supports the motor vehicle restrictions and closures
in the Badlands, Horse Ridge, and South Millican geographic areas to protect wintering big game and wintering,

. nesting, brooding, and rearing sage grouse in the South Millican geographic area. ODFW recommends these

! modified seasonal closures due to impacts that Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) activities have on wintering big game
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species and sage grouse. Due to cumnlative impacts occurring in the North Paulina Unit, ODFW has not met the
established management objective of 5500 wintering mule deer since 1981.

ODFW commends the BLM Prineville District staff for their unprecedented effort to engage and obtain meaningful
input from a broad cross section of public perspectives. ODFW appreciates the opportunlty to fully participate and '

' provide input. Recognizing the difficulty it would take to implement developed strategies, the BLM chose to engage the
public up front and throughout the process with the hope that public assistance would be provided during plan
implementation and maintenance. To this end, the BLM will reconvene public participants in the spring to review DEIS
comments and provide recommended changes to the seven alternatives. ODFW also recognizes Mollie Chaudet, project -
manager, on her skill and ability to hold this process together, keep it on track and on schedule, and to facilitate the
productlon of the DEIS.

ODFW offérs the following comments on the DEIS:

ODFW recommiends that an effective monitoring plan be mcluded, to assess effectiveness and allow for adapt1ve
management to ensure that objectives are met. For example, Alternatives 2-7 call for some very complex motorized and
non-motorized systems of shared use, separate use, limited use, and habitat effectiveness outcomes.” A monitoring plan
is critical to ensure that habitat éffectiveness objectives are met. If objectives are not met, an adaptive management
approach will allow actions to be adjusted as needed.

In the event that proposed outcomes are not achieved’, or adequate staff and finding for plan implementation is not
provided’, ODFW recommends that some sort of plan modification, or a default plan be identified and described that
will prov1de for natural resource protection.

MILLICAN PLATEAU

Page 133, “Snow depth would be measured at the curvent designated measurement locations and averaged” ODFW -
recommends that the rationale be provided for selecting specific measurement locations and snow depths. As noted in
ODFW’s (12-20-99) letter to BLM regarding the Millican OHV judgement (Attachment 1), a positive correlation was
established between snow depth at the Hungry Flat Snow Course (vicinity of the Inn of the Seventh Mountain) and
overwinter survival of mule deer in this portion of the North Paulina Mule Deer Winter Range for surface mining
restrictions. Since 1999, no description of BLM’s snow measurement locations or the rationale behind the selected
Iocations and snow depth by time period has been provided: :

This sect1on contams a,n excellent overv:ew of the major vegetatlve types 1mportant w11d11fe species, hydrologlcal

conditions, geology, and other natural resources along with factors that may affect the sustainability or proper function

of these resources over time. This comprehensive information allows readers to better understand how the praoposed:
alternatives may cause changes that affect existing natural resource conditions across the planning area

Two of the major themes, Historic Range (Alternatives 3, 6, & 7) and Current Distribution (Alternative 2, 4, & 5), are
perplexing. Conceptually, the themes of restoring vegetative associations, wildlife species distribution arid connectivity, -
hydrological functions, etc., are understandable either within current distribution or within historic range. Yet when the

! DEIS Page 478, Travel Management/ Recreation Emphasis Designation — “However, given the amount of acreage

identified for designated road and trail systems, it is likely that in the short term, many areas will not undergo specific

road and trail planning and will either remain as unmanaged travel networks or have interim systems implemenied that

do not offer quality recreation experiences due to a lack of quality road/ trail facilities/ alignments or just an overall

shortage of road/ trail miles contained in interim systems (which will likely rely heavily on roads versus trails).”

2 DEIS Page 326, Implementing the Alternatives — “For the purposes of this analysis, we have assumed that existing

~ resources and personnel would be redistributed to respond to new priorities set by this plan, although the amount of
work accomplished annually 1o meet plan direction would continue 1o be dependernt upon annual budgets and overall

BLM priorities.”
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plan is considered as a whole, much of the proposed DEIS management direction for Alternatives 2-7 could preclude -
the desired outcomes — suchi as fuels reduction in the wildland urban interface, open roads and trails to motorized
vehicles, exotic and noxious weeds, access Right of Ways (ROW) to private property, and livestock grazing and
fencing. To address this dilemma, ODFW recommends site specific NEPA planning during plan implementation, to
allow a more thorough analysis and evaluation of the desired social values in each geographic area in the context of the
area’s ecological potential. This approach would optimize desired outcomies under either theme of current distribution
or the more expansive theme of historic range.

The following two quotes by noted fire scientists provide some perspective to ODFW’s recommendatjon:
According to Agee (1996) “A note of caution should be injected into the “natural range of variability” paradigm as a

- model for future management of disturbances like fire. First, the range may be so broad as to be meaningless as a guide
Jor management; almost any fire outcome might be acceptable in this situation. Second, we are not dealmg with the
ecosystems of historical times. Even “natural” areas are surrounded by severely manipulated landscapes.®

And Schmidt (1996) “I would suggest that “restoring” fire, that is to say, going back to the way it was historically, is a
fool's errand because it is NOT sustainable. It is not sustainable for three reasons: social demand, economic
considerations, and the changing nature of the ecological system itself™

L i
The w11d11fe mformatlon complled for this plamung eﬁort is 1mpress1ve Updatmg wi
creating a criteria base from which te evaluate values and impacts to wildlife, 1dentlfymg source habitats and priority
restoration areas all took an incredible amount of time and dedication to develop and produce the volume of information
provided. ODFW recognizes Bill Dean and the BLM staff who assisted him in this effort to produce comprehensive
wildlife information while working under shifting alternative strategies and staff time limitations.

WILDLIFE EMPHASIS LEVELS
Page 37 — ODFW supports the concept of creating wﬂdhfe emphasis levels. However, under primary wildlife emphas1s
the-plan states that “dreas allocated t6 primary emphasis are intended to benefit wildlife and retain high wildlife use by
applymg one.or more of the following guidelines:
»  Target habitat effectiveness for a geographic area at 70 percent or greater;
~ ®  Where possible, maintain large, un-fragmented patches (1000 to 2,000 acres);-
e Target low densities of open motorized travel routes (<1.5 szm'iz) »
o Rate as a high priority for habitat restoration treatments.”
ODFW recommends that at least the first three-and preferably all of the guidelines be applied for primary wildlife
empha51s areas. Implementation of the first three guidelines is con51stent with the Habitat Effectiveness values prov1ded
in the DEIS for each geographic area by Alternative. . .

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

Page 349, Sage Grouse, last sentence, “However Alternative 7 would also take an adaptive management approach at

meeting both wildlife and recreational needs in the North Millican geographic area.” It is not clear how the plan will
* “take an adaptive management approach” if an adaptive management methodology has not been established. ODFW

recommends that the stated adaptive management approach be clarlﬁed, including momtormg criteria that would

trigger management changes.

ASSUMPTIONS '
Page 351, ninth bullet, “Standai d design features described in Chapter 2 wzll be applied as described.” Please specify
what the described standard design features are in Chapter 2?

? Agee, James K., 1996, Fire Reglmes and Approaches for Determmmg Fire I-Ilstory In GTR 341 The Use of Fire in
Forest Restoratmn June 1996.

* Schmidt, Gordon R. 1996. Can We Restore the Fire Process? What Awa1ts Usif We Don’t? In GTR 341 The Use of
Fire in Forest Restoration. June 1996. -
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HABITAT EFFECTIVENESS (HE) (>70% PRIMARY, >50% SECONDARY, <50% MINOR)

Page 352 — ODFW supports using as a model The Habitat Effectiveness Index for Elk on Blue Mountain Winter Range,
and incorporating modifications based on findings in Rowland et al. (2000). However, it is difficult to understand how
the habitat effectiveness ratings were derived, and whether they adequately assess potential habitat impacts under the
proposed alternatives. Without implementing the model consistently and as designed, the HE values will have limited
application for comparing loss of habitat effectiveness under each motorized access proposal. ODFW recommends
that the model be carefully implemented to allow accurate assessment of habitat impacts under each proposal.

ODFW recommends modifying the modeling approach described on Page 205 in the North Millican Area that excludes
consideration of motorized trails within % mile of roads or ROW. ODFW can support excluding trails in the HE
calculations that are part of the ROW. However, trails outside of ROWs should be included as part of the total road
mileage used to calculate HE and in reaching motorlzed density goals for a particular area.

The following DEIS examples provide conﬂlctmg mfonnatlon regarding how habitat effectiveness calculations were

derived and applied:

"»  Page 36 under Habitat Effectiveness, “The approach used in this plan is to identify source habitats by general
vegetation types and to display habitat effectiveness by alternative as it relates to the amount of influence of open
roads and un-fragmented patch size.” (also see page 37, Prunary wildlife emphasis, which contradicts this
statement, “apply one or more™). -

o Page 205 under North Millican, “The road and trail system densities for the area would be limited to a range of
approximately 1.5 miles per square mile. Trails located within existing road or ROW corridors (i.e., parallel to,
with % mile or less from existing roads or ROWs) would not be calculated as separate trail or road miles in
reaching density goals for the area.’

¢ Page 349 under Tmnsportatlon Management Assessment, “This analysis only.considers the allocatzon of arterial

and collector roads and does rot give a complete picture of the effects and management implications, especially as

it relates to the management of local roads.” See page 577 for a summary of the arterial, collector and local roads.

" ~Page 349 under Sage Grouse, “North Millican appears to have the ability to achzeve a high (71 percerit) habitat

effectiveness; however, this area is also zdentzﬁed to provide OHV trails that are not considered in the HE '

calculations.”

e Page 350 under Muyle Deer, “4s in other sztuatzons local roads and OHYV designations need to be considered before

knowing the significance of any listed HE score.”

e Page 352 under Use of other analysis and/or models, second bullet, “dlso, potential vegetanon treatments could

complicate the suitability of the habitat in relation to open roads...For the drafi EIS, only the roads effects will be
modeled.”

‘e Page 353 under Common effects of some résource management programs, “Bureau of Land Management resource

management programs such as recreation, minerals, lands and forestry often effect the environment in similar
- ways, such as by removing habitats for site developments and road and trail construction and by causzng
disturbances in relation to motorized travel access.”

o Page 358, fourth bullet, " Using the Habitat Effectiveness index for sage grouse deer and elk based on arterial and
collector roads' provides an understanding of the different levels of effects associated with the two road
options...However, local roads are included in the road influerice indexes for source habitats to display the current
conditions and provz‘a’e a comparison to the management guidelines identified for each wildlife emphasis level in
each alternative.” (also see page 37, Primary wildlife emphasis which contradicts this statement).

o Page 358, fifth bullet, “Currently, existing data (vegetation condition) is not available to fully assess the HE, but
sufficient data is available to assess the effects of different motorized travel route designations (arterial and
collector roads). Local roads are not included in the HE analysis because their specific arrangement does not

differ by alternative. However, a discussion of a comparison between the proposed wildli fe emphasis levels is made

with the HE.”

e Page 366, under Shrub-Steppe Source Habitat, Transportation (with 2 similar statement page 367 under Juniper
Woodland Source Habitat, Transportation), “The analysis of transportation (motorized travel) effects on shrub-
steppe source habitat (and associated wildlife species) includes all mapped roads (arterial, collector and local
roads) and motorized OHV trails in the Millican Valley OHV trail system. In some geographic areas this
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caleulation underestimates the effects of motorized travel because not all roads and trazls are mapped and
therefore are nat included in the analysis.”

e Page 369, under Sage Grouse, Deer and Elk, Transportation, “In the North Millican geographic area an HE
analysis was done for sage grouse, deer and elk habitats using all BLM recognized roads and motorized trails
located on BLM administered lands.... Please note that HE is calculated by alternative for arterial and collector
roads and the results are presented in each alternative.”

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Page 264, Mule Deer — The description of deer winter ranges mcludes some inaccuracies and omissions. The North
Paulina Winter Range information is inaccurate. The plan states that “The North Paulina Winter Range includes 3,750
acres of public land in the Bend-Redmond management area. The management objective for this area is to maintain
5,500 deer.” The correct information should read, The North Paulina Winter Range encompasses approximately
200,000 acres with about half-managed by the BLM and the other half managed by the U.S. Forest Service. The North
Paulina winter range located in the planning area is primarily within the following geographic areas: Horse Ridge,
Badlands, and North Milligan (108,126 acres), with the North Millican area identified as the most critical in the Bend
La Pine Resource Management Plan (B/LP RMP). ODFW management objective for the North Paulina Winter Ranige is
" to maintain 5,500 deer, which is 20 percent higher than ODFW’s population estimate of 4,400 wintering mule deer for
the past three years, Furthermqre, the management objective for the North Paulina Winter Rarge has not been met since
1981. ODFW believes the following cumulative factors play a large part in this outcome:
o Increased year round recreational motorized activities including OHV use;
Increased residential development in winter range; .
Increased Hwy 97 traffic that bisects summer and winter range;
Decreased summer and transition range forage due to a denser forest canopy;
Managing for homogenous stands of black bark ponderosa pine across large acreage on the winter range. 70+ year
old trees tend to be evenly spaced with a raised canopy, which does not provide cover or forage;
Loss of cover and forage from recent wildfires;
Fuel and Forest Health treaiments that significantly affect mamtenance of recommended-deer cover forage
conditions;
e Anolder cohort of bitterbrush that may be putting most of it’s productive energy into plant malntenance rather than '
annual leader growth;
Predation and poaching;
Slgmﬁcant hvestock utilization of bitterbrush annual leader growth on winter range.

Additionally, there is no discussion about the winter range or management objectxves associated with elthen the Maury
or Ochoco mule deer winter ranges. ODFW recommends including the following information: The West Maury winter - .
range includes all of the Prineville Reservoir Area south of the reservoir and river, and northeastern portions of the
North Millican Area. The current B/LP RMP recognizes the area south of Prineville Reservoir as crucial deer winter
range. ODFW's most recent population estimate of 4700 deer is below the objective of 5200 deer for the Maury unit.
ODFW estimates the West Maury winter range winters approximately 10-15% of the deer in the Maury unit.

The portions of the Prinéville Reservoir area along the north side of the reservoir, including ODFW's wildlife
management area (WMA) provide winter range for Ochoco unit mule deer. This includes lands jointly managed by
BLM, ODFW, Crook County, Oregon State Parks, and the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) to protect wintering deer.

Pg. 265, Rocky Mountain Elk: Add a description of the north/south travel corridor identified in the eastern end of the
Prineville Reservoir area, and illustrated on Plan Map S-10. ODFW believes this travel corridor is utilized pr]man]y
during the winter by an estimated 100 - 250 elk moving between the Maury and Ochoco units.

SENSITIVE SPECIES ‘

The DEIS provides an extensive and comprehensive list of wildlife specws of concern known to oceur, or that could
reasonably be expected to occur, in the planning area. ODFW supports the general direction and management guidelines
presented in the Plan (pgs. 44-46, Table 2-2), and urges the BLM to follow through with effective implementation and
staffing to ensure monitoring occurs, Alternative 7 makes sensitive species habitat a priority for protection and
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restoration, which ODFW supports. ODFW believes effective implementation of these guidelines will be especially
challenging given the resource demands of the growing population of people in the planning area. Two species of
parucular concern are bald eagle nesting and roosting on Grizzly Mountain and Prineville Reservoir, and sage.grouse
using the southeast portion of the planmng area.

T

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO ALTERNATIVES 2-7 .

Based on the uncertainty of the HE analysis to accurately assess wildlife nnpacts the lack of a monitoring plan to assess
| ‘plan success, or a strategy to provide for protection of natural resources if plan goals and objectives are not met, ODFW
recommends seasonal closures to motorized OHV use to protect sage grouse and wintering big game resources for all -
alternatives in the following geographic areas’:

Badlands, Millican Plateaun, and North Millican — December 1 to April 30 to protect wintering deer, elk and antelope
Horse Ridge, Prineville Reservoir, and Tumalo — December 1 to April 30 to protect wintering deer and elk,

South Millican — December 1 to July 31% to protect wintering antelope and wmtermg, nesting, broodmg, and rearing
sage grouse. _

ODFW also recommends dropping the seasonal OHV closure in the La Pine geographic area for all alternatives.
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ODFW understands the need for certam ﬁrearm restnc‘nons and supports the measures in the Preferred Alternative that
allow for hunting during all hunting seasons, including year around hunting for species that have no closed season. The
Preferred Alternative strives to strike a balance between meeting public safety requirements, while maintaining
recreational opportunities for hunting on most land within the planning area. However, the draft plan does not contain
language that specifically allows ODFW personnel to use firearms in an official capacity on BLM lands where firearm
restrictions are proposed. ODFW recommends the Record of Decision include a provision that allows ODFW to utilize
firearms for wildlife management purposes on lands where public no-shooting restrictions apply .

Consohdatlon of parcels as 1dent1ﬁed in the DEIS (lands along the north s1de of Prmevﬁle Reservmr and adJacent to the
WMA) would help maintain habitat effectiveness on adjoining deer winter range. In addition, the three parcels
identified on the attached map would provide similar resource benefits and should also be considered for consolidation.

Fw;"f‘\ '“ /. v'_.,: J.',-; NS *', &‘, \'z, »
ODF W supports lumtmg OHV use to desxgnated roads and tralls for Altematlves 2—7

ODFW is concerned that the DEIS does not include eﬁ'ectiVe methods for monitoring OHV impacts, and adaptive
‘management strategies to successfully implement the Preferred Alternative. Furthermore, ODFW is concerned that
current levels of staff and funding may not be sufficient to implement the Preferred Alternative.

ODFW recommends that BLM present a progress report regarding monitoring actions that are specified as a result of
the Interim Travel Management court judgement for the Millican Valley OHV area (3-10-2000). The progress report
should provide some indication of BLM’s effectiveness in monitoring OHV impacts on wildlife habitat, and provide an
estimate of the levels of staff and funding required to provide effective monitoring over the entire planning area (see
Recreation Summary/Assumptions page 469 DEIS) Furthermore, the summary would provide OHV use information by
month and week. This information could help reviewers understand potential 1mpacts that proposed wildlife protection -
seasonal closures could have on OHV use during the winter months.

® Page 554, Recreation and tourism — “Iz Central Oregon, tourism and recreation serve as important income
generators, For example, the 2001 National report (U.S. Department of Interior, 2002), shows that participants 16
years and older spent $769 million on wildlife-watching activities in Oregon in 2001, fishermen another $602 million,
and hunters some $365 million, representing a combined total contribution of about §1.74 billion to the State’s
economy. While no precise figures exist for the planning area, it is clear that these activities are important within the
regional context.”
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This recommendation is consistent with the DEIS proposals to:
a) implement a major shift in OHV use from open unless designated as closed or llm1ted, to closed unless
designated open.
b) identify wildlife emphasis areds, assuming that OHV impacts can effectively be managed to meet the assigned HE
value (70%, 50% or <50%) for each wildlife emphasis area. ‘
¢) reassign current levels of staff and funding to effectively implement these strategies.

Judgement #8 in the Interim Travel Management Plan, March 10, 2000, states, “BLM skall schedule monitoring of OHV
use for each weekend during the months of December through April as well as additional monitoring mid-week in
March and April. The data collected shall include user numbers and rate of compliance with trail system rules.
Occasional failures to monitor due to unforeseen circumstances (e.g., ilinéss, weather creating safety risks for

" personnel) shall not constitute a violation of this judgement. This final judgement shall not be interpreted to require the

BLM to allocate law enforcement personnel to policing the Millican Valley Area beyond those personnel that the Field
Manager, in her discretion, deems necessary for the proper management of public lands. However, the BLM shall seek
additional lqw enforcement funds from the State of Oregon ATV Committee for the purpose of carrying out the
restrictions-on OHV uses in the areas described by this final judgement.” The Millican Valley OHYV area judgement
includes the following DEIS geographic areas: Horse Ridge, South Millican, North Millican, Millican Plateau, and
Badlands.

',é‘l',im A 'm A ﬂ .1 ‘" Ty : i i
recommends the BLM man: ge their lands cons1stent w1th or better than habxtat CO]:ldlthnS on adjoining pubhc
lands to pr0v1de for wildlife connectivity and distribution,

ODFW appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS and provide comments to BLM. Upon request ODFW will
prov1de clarification to opr comments or work with BLM staff and other participants to develop solutions to the issues

" we raise. ODFW presents ‘rhese comments as a means to reﬁne the DEIS by helpmg to clarify plan dlrectlon and

potential outcomes,

Thank you for the opportunity to fully participate in the process.

Sincerely, ' : —
AlanR. Dale
High Desert Region Manager

- Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Department of Fish and Wildlife

' High Desert Region
o 61374 Parrell Road |
' : ‘ ' Bend, OR 97702

JohnKiizhabel Governar . - (541) 388-6363
. FAX (541) 388-6281

Attachment 1
December20, 1999 ;

Unite'd’S_tates Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office

PO Box 550

Prineville, OR 97754

ATTN: Shaaron Netherton . C » —
RE: Central Oregon Forest Issues Committee v. Kenna, Civil No. 98-29-ST (D. OR)
Thank you for the opportunify to comment on this judgement. I have one specific comment I

would like to address.. On page 4, item 7 of the final judgement there is reference to snow depths -
measured at “several locations and averaged” dealing with snow depths at certain times of the

~ year.

This section appears to attempt to duphcate the operating restrictions mandated by Deschutes
County for the Howard Day surface mining pit. This section fails in its attempt to duplicate the
Howard Day surface mining pit restrictions. :

Deschutes County, Howard Day, and ODFW developed the above criteria based on numerous

~ factors. Our review of snowfall depth data showed a positive correlation between it and

overwinter survival of mule deer in this portion of the-North Paulina Mule Deer Winter Range.
This information and yearly trend data was used to develop the snowfall criterion. For surface

mining activity to occur, monthly snow depth must be less than 85% of the average snow depth
- at the Hungary Flat Snow Course (in the vicinity of The Inn at the Seventh Mountain) for the
. time period used. This is estimated from records for the Bend area watersheds, based on snow

depth through the winter. If snow depth fora particular time period is less than 85% of the long-
term average, for the same time period, mining operations can take place. This is the lowest
elevation snow course usable as an index of snow conditions on winter and transition areas
further east. While snowfall on the winter range is a major determinant causing deer to move
into these northerly portions of the wintering range, there are times when deer move into the area
when snowfall is low. New growth of forage,.i.e., grasses & forbs, might draw animals into
these areas. Additionally ODFW's population management objective for the North Paulina Unit
is 5500 animals. Current deer population levels are 92% of the desired population level. This
equates to 5100 deer. There is the potential that as the population rises to the management
objective, there will be more demand by animals for this portion of the wintering range. For
these reasons ODFW felt it necessary to have a second means to minimize disturbance to
animals moving into the area when snowfall is not the driving factor. This "Animal Presence"
criteria is based on the average deer per mile observed over a set number of transects or miles.



‘The average deer observed per mile for this criteria are 5.0. In order for these criteria to be
effective in protecting wintering mule deer they must be done, at a minimum, of two week
intervals for the duration of the winter months (December — April).

‘The chart on page 4, section 7 represents the snow level at 85 percent of the average for the
given time period for the Hungary Flat Snow Course

If the intent of section 7 on page 4 is to protect wmtermg mule deer from OHV harassment then I
suggest that the snow measurement criteria which I outlined above be used precisely. Snow
measurements as currently outlined in the Judgement would likely never be exceeded if
measured within the section 6 page 4 description. Additionally deer per mile survey’s need to be

“established with deer per mile criteria that adequately reﬂect deer use densities for the area
described in section 6 page 4. : :

IfT can be of any further assistance please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Steven George :
. Deschutes District Wildlife B1olog1st e : -
steven.w.george@state.or.us '
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Ore On ‘ - Department of State Lands
' 775 Summer Street NE, Suite 100

Salem, OR 97301-1279 -

TheodoreR Kulongoski, Governor | (503) $78-3805

| FAX (503) 378-4844

January 15, 2004 RECEIVED - www.oregonstatelands.us.

JAN 2 0 2[]04 i . State Land Board

. BLM PRINEVILLE o Theodore R. Kulongoski

DISTRICT ,

Robert Towne Governor

Deschutes Area Field Manager . ‘ Bﬂl Bradbury

Prineville District - | Secretary of State
USDI-Bureau of Land Management ‘

3050 NE 3" Street . ; Randall Edwards

Prineville OR 97754 : : State Treasurer

RE: Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement

"Dear Mr. Towne:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft plan for this area.

~In 1995 the Department (then known as the Division) and the Oregon state office of the
BLM entered into an agreement (see attachment) concerning the disposition and
I selection of Oregon’s remaining-in-lieu lands:— As you may know these-federal public
~ domain lands are available to Oregon for selection in order to fulfill obligations
stemming from the Oregon Admission Act of 1859. Once selected and patented to
state ownership in care of the Department, these lands become assets of the Common
School Fund to be managed to produce revenue to support K-12 schools in our state.

We note that all the alternatives prov:de for areas planned for “community expansion.”
These are lands that the Department considers as prime candidates for future in lieu
selections. Therefore we respectfully request the Final Plan acknowledge the State of
Oregon’s right and interest to select such areas and the Bureau's obligation to assist in
processing them to the Department.

If you have any questlons about the Department’s interests please contact me at 503-
' 378-3805 x 281,

‘Sincerely,

Johr%ny 3[\95 Nue—

Assistant Director

cc:  Ann Hanus, Director
) Steve Purchase, Assistant Director, Field Operations
- Nancy Pustis, Field Operations Eastern Region Manager
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
- . BETWEEN
US DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT-OREGON STATE OFFICE
and the
STATE OF OREGON
DIVISION OF STATE LANDS -

Purpose

The purpose of ‘this Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Bureau of

" Land Management. (BLM) and the D1v1s1on of State Lands (DSL) is to establish

procedural guidelines to complete all in-lieu or 1ndemn1ty Tand se]ect1ons to
thCh the State of Oregon is entitled.

Author1tx A . o

, ..
2.
3.

Rev1sed Statutes 2275 and 2276, 43 USC 851, 852 as amended
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)—43- USC 1701
Oregon Constitution, Article VIII, Section 2 through 5

Backgrodnd

-

When Oeedon was admitted info fhe Union, thevena511ng legislation (Act of

" "February 14, 1859, '11 Stat. 383) granted Sections 16 and 36 of every
~_township to the state for support of its public schools. If any of those

Tands had already been-disposed of or weére othefwisé Unavailable,*the US
government is required to 1ndemn1fy the state for the losses pursuant to
43 USC §§ 851 and 852.. ‘ : .

\

. The State of Oregon has current]y received approx1mate1y 3.5 m1111on acres

of school land, 1nc1ud1ng in- p]ace and indemnity selections.

:In theilate 1800's and early 1900’5. the state so]d some of the schoo]

sections to private citizens. It was later found that the state did not
have title to some of these sections because they were not surveyed or
10cated in nat1ona1 forests. .



ORS 273.620 provided that parcels of land in Sections 16 and 36 which were

.;erroneOUSTy'conveyed prior to 1916 could be reconveyed to the state by the

present successors in interest in exchange for federal lands. ORS 273.620
was repealed on June 19, 1967, and replaced with ORS 273.356 et seq.
Under the new statute, a grantee no Tlonger has the right to make.a

- selection of new land, but is entitled to a refund of the original

purchase price plus interest.

" Under Section 8 of Chapter 422 [1967] Oregon Laws, the earlier law was

modified to provide that grantees who had complied with ORS 273.620 prior
to June 19, 1967, would continue to have the right to se]ect lands
pursuant to the provisions of the former statute

In 1968, the state applied for indemnity 1and from the BLM on behalf of -
itself and three applicants known .as Ocean View, Baldwin, and Crater
Title. The BLM rejected the applications based on its audit which showed
that the state had overdrawn its entitlement. Oregon appealed the BLM's
finding. In 1991, a final Jjudgment in favor of the state was issued by
the US District Court (see Exhibit A) State of QOregon v. BLM-USDI (85-646

MA)

The court found that the state had a remaining entitlement=of 5202.29
- acres of. school trust land. Subsequently, BLM has clearlisted 798.72

acres to the state. Therefore, the remaining entitlement is now 4,403.57
acres. ’ o | | |

Objectives

The ObJECt1VE of this MOU s to facilitate and exped1te the comp?et1on of a]]
1ndemn1ty or in-lieu 1and se]ethons T R R

1.

Meet the Tlong-range management obgeétives of -both agencies to resolve
indemnity/in-T1ieu selections and 1ssues in accordance with the 1991 court

i settlement:

Develop procedures for conveyance ‘that are most exped1t10us and cost
effective, while remaining within the constraints of existing laws,
regulations and land-use plans or amendments; and

Convey all rema1n1ng indemnity selections to the state no: later than
April 6, 1996, in accordance with the direction of the Secretary of the

Interior..



GeneraT'Criteria for Indemnity or In-lieu Land Selections by State of Oreqon'

A. The DSL criteria are:

1.

1.

Lands with comnerciat, industrial, residential, or agricultural

development potential within "path of progress" areas such- as along
the Interstate Highway 5 corridor, Central Oregon or coastal areas.
Forest land offering manageability and value comparab]e to EXJStTHQ
common school trust forest lands. .

Lands identified by DSL on behalf of other part1es to which the State
of Oregon has an obligation via prevwous Tand agreement or 51m11ar

"1ega]1y binding obligation.

The‘BLM criteria are:

Only unappropriated public domain lands may"be selected. (D&C'1ands
are not considered to be unapproprtated public Tands and are not

selectable.) .
Lands must be surveyed and descr1bed in accordance with the off1c1a1

plat of survey.
No lands mineral in character may be se1ected except to the extent

that the selection is 'made as indemnity for mineral base lands. BLM.
will be responsible for making the mineral in characten determ1natwon '

for the base and selected lands.
Selected Tands' must be determined to be suitable for transfer to the

State of Oregon and classified for disposal under seetion 7 of the
Taylor Grazing Act of June 28 1934 (43 USC 31f) and the procedures

under 43 CFR 2400.
Generally, it 1is preferred that selected 1ands not be identified for

. retentior in the BLM Resourte Managemedit Plans.” Reténtionlahds ‘may: .0 "

be selected but final transfer may be cont1ngent upon an amendment to
the applicable plan.

" Selected lands must be reviewed in accordance with NEPA, ESA etc.

and a finding made by BLM that disposal will have no 51gn1f1cant
tmpact



Procedures

To carry out the objectives and follow the criteria for the indemnity or
in-1ieu Tand selection program, the.following selection are agreed upon: -

1. Proposals: The indemnity/in-lieu selections of the DSL- will be timely

~ processed ‘by. BLM accord1ng to the procedures for selection under 43 CFR
" Part 2621. .

2. Mineral Report/Environmental Assessments: BLM wi?] prepare these
documents covering the resources on the BLM lands. When the envircnmental
report is completed, DSL will be provided an opportuntty to rev1ew and
comment.

3. Permits/Leases: To the greatest extent posswb]e _1n-11eu/1ndemn1ty
selections should not interfere with valid existing rights. Input from

existing lessees or permittees will be obtained- jointly by BLM and DSL as
soon as possible and critical issues will be considered and resolved as

: appropriate. :

4. Improvements: - Improvements on BLM lands may be owned either.by a
permittee/lessee or the BLM. A -record of privately-owned improvements
will be provided to DSL if available to BLM. Title to the BLM
improvements may be transferred to DSL and a list of these 1mprovements
and a copy of the authorization will be provided to DSL.

.;——5v—7Pub11c Participation: - The BSL.: as required in 43 CFR 2621.2, w111 pub11sh

a pub]tc notice of the proposed selection.

6. Sensitive, Threatened and Fndangered Plants and Animals: BLM w111A
coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service on actions which may
affect federally-listed species listed in the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended. DSL will coordinate with the appropriate state agencies
pursuant to compliance with state T&E statutes.

7. Cultural Resources: BLM and DSL will seek to comply with the prov151ons
of the 1982 Memorandum of Understanding. regarding cultural :resource . -
management responsibilities.

8. Water Rights: All water rights shall be transferred to DSL. Where water
uses occur without water rights, application for these rights shall be
prepared by the BLM grantor in a form satwsfactohy to the Oregon Water

- Resources Department.

9. Base lLands: The final judgment issued by the US District: Court in State

of Oregon v. BLM-USDI (85-646-MA) concluded that there were 11,947.47

acres of unused base lands and 6,745.47 acres of overdrawn base lands,

leaving a balance of 5,202.29 acres of land due to the State of Oregon as
indemnity. Attached Exhibit B contains a 1ist of the descriptions of the




11,947.47 acres of unused base lands). The Court did not provide any -
direction as to which particular-unused base lands could be selected or

- which unused base lands would be used to offset the overdrawn base Tands.
Therefore, BLM.and DSL agree that DSL may use any of the unused 11,947.47
acres as base lands to make its remaining selections. After all the
selections are made, the remaining unuséd base. Tands will be used to
offset the overdrawn base lands. : ‘

BLM and DSL will evaluate the value of the base lands and selected Tands
and determine that they are of "roughly equivalent value" as provided in
the ‘US Supreme Court decision in Andrus v. Utah 446 US 500 (No. 78- 1522

May-19, 1980).

~DSL may eTect to "pool" all or portions of its unused base lands -of a

© sufficient total value to select Tless acreage. of. public Tands of a higher
value, provided the total values of base: Tands and selected lands are
determined to be of "roughly equivalent value." In other words, the
remaining selections may be made on an equal value basis, rather than an

-equal acreage basis. Each- clearlist issued will contain a value
certification by BLM for both the base and selected lands.

'10.,The DSL "shall attempt to complete all rematntng 1ndemn1ty selections as .
soon as is practical. The BLM-.shall attempt to -cemplete-all—actions on
* these selections, including the conveyance of ‘approved land selections in

- a ‘timely and eff7c1ent manner.

. Coordination

Formal and 1nforma1jmeetings,between the deésignees of the DSL and BLM to
exchange information, coordinate activities, develop  procedures, expedite

o tasks, and facilitate achieving the purpose.and objective of the MOU shall be

held monthly with additional meetings scheduled as necessary or desirable.

Effective Date, Termination, Amendment

This MOU $hall be effective upon approval by both parties and shall remain in
effect until termination by mutual agreement or by either party upon thirty.

(30) days notice in writing to the other



Amendments and supp]eménts to this MOU are subject,to-thé review énd apprové1
of the Director, Division of State Lands, and the State Director, Bureau of

Land Management.

This MOU is subjéct to the laws of the State of Oregon, the Taws of the United
States, .and the delegated authority assigned in -each instance. Nothing in
this MOU shall be construed as obligating either party. heretofore, the
expenditure of funds or for future payment of money in excess of ’

, appropr1at1ons authorized by law.

" Approved:

7/24 fos—
Date '

. Oregon State Director-
Bureau of Land Management
US Department to the Interior

IR pep
John E_ZLi11y / . Date
Acting Director - :

Oregon Division of State Lands

- Attachments
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14 January 2004

| Robert Towne HECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

3050 NE Third Street - JAN 2 0 2004
Prineville, OR 97754 =~ T .
BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT
Dear Mr. ToWne:

The followmg are my comments on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan
(UDRMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) :

ner mment

The format of this document is in conflict with historical and reasonable precedent. By placing
the Alternatives chapter prior to the Affected Environment chapter, the reader is beingtold;the
options for managing the area before they are told the existing situation. This approach defies
common sense. In literally every environmental document (EIS, EA, etc) produced §ince the
passage of NEPA, the Affected Environment chapter precedes the Alternative chapter. This was
not an accident, it was done because it logically should be done that way. It is my suspicion that
~ the response to this comment (if any) will be that the Issues section of Chapter 1 has been

j substantially expanded when compared to other EIS’s. It is true, the Issues section has been
expanded. However, it could be persuasively argued that the majority of the 15 page Issues -
section is a vague summary discussion of the Affected Environment.

An integral part of an EIS is an adequate description of the Affected Environment which gives
the reader-a “baseline” upon which to judge the environmental impacts of the various
alternatives. In my opinion, the Affected Environment section of the UDRMP/EIS is not
adequate and may not be in conformance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
- The major inadequacy is that the rangeland condition (health) of the vast majority of the
planning area is not presented. A more detailed discussion of this topic is included in the
Specific Comments section of this letter.

Several places in the UDRMP/EIS, there is reference to the Interior Columbia Ecosystem

Management Plan (ICBEMP) publications. The final decision for ICBEMP was not issued,

therefore, it is not appropriate to include anytmng that Would have resulted if the final decision
had been issued.

Glossary— a definition of “road” should be 1ncluded- suggest deﬁmtlon sumlar to what was used
in Lakeve1w RMP



ific ent

page 4- the document refers to ICBEMP documents for ecological integrity. These integrity
ratings were developed examining aerial photos i.e. no “on the ground” data was collected and
previously collected agency data was ignored. In other words, ICBEMP created a totally
subjective, non peer reviewed method, then applied the method sitting behind a desk in Walla
Walla. ICBEMP’s so called science was tested in the recently completed Lakeveiw RMP/EIS.
ICBEMP had rated the vast majority (over 85%) of the Lakeveiw RMP/EIS area as having low
rangeland integrity. According to the Lakeveiw RMP/EIS, less than 40% of the area had low
rangeland integrity. Thus, ICBEMP was WRONG nearly half of the time, when their conclusions
were compared to Lakeveiw’s data and knowledge. Based on these facts, it is appropriate to
call ICBEMP’ methods and conclusions “junk science”. In summary, all references to specific
ICBEMP integrity ratings (low, moderate, high) should be removed from the UDRMP/EIS.

page 235- The document states: “This section describes the broad vegetative types within the
planning area, including important features and trends of each”. However, under several specific
plant communities headings (Big Sagebrush, Low Sagebrush, Western Juniper,
Riparian-Wetland), there is little (if any) discussion of vegetative trends. What is the trend in
these communities? ‘

page 278,279 Discussion of Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 1990°s

It should be clarified how | (or if) f) this Initiative relates to the Standards and Guldehnes (S&G’S)
adopted in 1997, e.g. is PFC, functional at risk, and non functional as defined on page 278, or are
somewhat different criteria used in the S&G’s? Or has the entire Initiative been superseded by
the S&G’s? :

page 294 Allotment Categorization and Appendix G

Rev1v1ng a version of the previous M I C categories raises several questions, many of the same
questions which were raised (and never satlsfactorlly answered) 20 vyears ago. Questions such as:

(1) Do all of the criteria have equal Welght? The answer is almost certainly no, although it would
be a totally subjective exercise to assign a “weight” to each criteria and in reality, a criteria’s
weight sometimes could vary by allotment. ‘

(2) Criteria C6- Does “Present Management” mean “ present domestic livestock grazing
management™? If it does , it should be so stated. If not, “Management” should be defined.



)

(3) There is almost certainly “double counting” among some of the criteria. For example: (a) the
“busy roads” (C4) is in the vast majority of cases associated with “Recreation conflicts” (C3).
(b) “adjacent land use” (C4) is very similar to “other uses” (C3) (c) If an allotment was
determined to be an “T” for C1, it would also be an “I” for C6 and (d) conversely, if an allotment
were determined to be a “M” for C1, it would also be a “M” for C6

As stated on page 295- rangeland health assessments have been completed on about ten
allotments”. So, there have been no rangeland health assessments on approximately 115
allotments (figures from Appendix G). Therefore, the “M” category (in over 100 allotments) for
criteria C1 means “unknown” because the health assessment has not been completed. If, and
when, the assessments are completed, it is a reasonable assumption that at least some of the
allotments will fall into the “I” category for criteria C1.

To summarize, putting aside the previously identified problems with the entire categorization
process, it my opinion that the “Total” management category should not be stated (at least for I’s
and M’s) until the “health assessment™ has been completed for a particular allotmeént. To
accomplish this, suggest making a separate table showing only the Rangeland Health assessment
progress for each allotment.

page 334- Incomplete or Unavailable Information- Vegetation .

As Chapter 1 and Chapter 3 are presently written, the current health (condition and trend) of the
vegetation resource is not stated for the majority of the UDRMP area. This fact should be
included as incomplete or unavailable information. However, there are several other sources of
information which were not included in the document on an allotment specific basis. Someof
these sources are: allotment evaluation results of the late 1980°s and early 1990°s, Soil
Vegetation Inventory results, trend plots, and photo stations. Inclusion of these sources would
give the reader at least some indication of vegetation health.

page 345- The document states: “An accurate estimate of the amount of roads and trails under
each alternative is unavailable at this time”. First, “accurate estimate” is an excellent example
of an oxymoron (combining contradictory terms or ideas). It is impossible to believe that an
estimate of the amount of roads and trails is not available, at least for Alternative 1. Of course,

- that estimate would not be absolutely accurate, because if it were, it would not be an estimate!!

page 409- Incomplete or Unavailable Information -Riparian

Table 3-8 (page280) shows that Riparian Condition Assessment ratings have been completed on
19 areas. Therefore, there is incomplete or unavallable information on the hundreds of other

riparian areas in the planning area.
Sincarew

Sid Houpt
103 Park West Drive
Pullman, WA 99163
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"Jon & Elaine Austin " To <Upper_Deschutes_RMP@or.bim.gov>

. <austinstwo@bendcable .com
‘;‘:‘ > cc
01/21/2004 11:30 AM bee
Subject

We support closing the proposed Badlands Wilderness to OHV use. Jon and Elaine Austin, Bend




Crook County “'5&

300 N.E. 3rd Street » Prineville, Oregon 97754
Phone (541) 447-6555 « FAX (541) 416-3891

pﬁxﬁﬂVED

JAN 2 0 2004

January 15,2004 ' - PRINEVILLE
o o . . U\AD\STH‘Gr

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

Prineville District Office

ATTN: Teal Purrington -
3050 NE Third St. '

Prineville, OR 97754

Dear Ms. Purrington,

The Crook County Natural Resources Planning Committee—a broadly representative group of

agency personnel, business, community, agricultural interests, timber and

environment/conservation interests appointed by and serving at the pleasure of the Crook County

Court—has prepared the attached comments regarding the BLM Upper Deschutes Basin

Resource Management Plan. By consensus, the group has adopted these comments. It is my \
-} pleasure to forward these additional comments to you to supplement the comments previously

filed by Crook Courity.

Sincerely,

‘j;@/ﬂ7fky/’“

Scott R. Cooper
Crook-County Judge

Cce: Clook County Commissioners
Ms. Lynn Anglund, Crook County Natural Resoul ces Planning Committee
Mr. Mike Lunn, Crook County Natural Resources Planning Committee
Baron Bail, Robert Towne, Molly Chaudet, Prineville District BLM

Scott R. Cooper, J udge ® Mike McCabe, County Commissioner ¢ Mike J. Mohan, County Commissioner -



CROOK COUNTY, OREGON
NATURAL RESOURCES PLANNING COMMITTEE

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

January 15, 2004

Background - The Crook Courity Natural Resources Planning Comm1ttee (CCNRPC)
was established by County Order 2002-72 on September 4, 2002. Tts 25 members
represent a diverse cross-section of the citizens of Crook County. Membership includes
foresters, silviculturists, wildlife and fisheries biologists, agriculture scientists, range
conservationists, large and small business people, farmers and ranchers,
environmentalists and citizens—at—large. A key purpose is the cooperation and
collaboration with federal agencies in order to further considerations of important issues
~of Crook County Customs, Culture and Economy. Our comments are prov1ded in that
spirit.

Public Participation — We commend the BLM for the extensive efforts they have made
to involve citizens through its various Issue Teams, RAC’s, etc. This has clearly been
beyond the normal approach, and beyond the minimal requirements of law and
regulation. In some respects, the public involvement early on was found by participants
1o be cumbersome and complicated, at least through the developmient of Issues. One
suggestion we would offer is to work closely with Dr. Laura Van Riper, of the National
Riparian Service Team, on a systeit of follow-up interviews from those who closely
participated and others. It will be important to document “lessons learned” and ways to
continue the strong efforts at involving the public while also reducing some of the more
burdensome and time consuming parts of the process. This information should be shared
" with the Ochoco NF, which is soon to begin its own LMP Amendment processes.

Range — Given the importance of livestock operations in Crock County, we have specific

concerns with some of the proposals. This month, proposed regulations were released for -

administration of grazing permits, and while they will not be final for several months, the
UDRMP FEIS is even further out into the future. Our assumption is that development of
those regulations will be closely followed during the continuing work: on the FEIS to
insure the FEIS and regulatlons are compatible.

The matrix in the DEIS that includes the range health analysis, grazing demand, and
conflict with other use information seems to have been a good analysis tool for this
planning effort, but should not automatically be considered adequate where different
conditions of resources and grazing activities occur. In UDRMP area, there are many
small allotments that might lend themselves to voluntary closure. In areas dominated by
larger allotments, such as contiguous resource areas, voluntary closures would be the
exception. We also note that closures may be affected by the changing regulations.



We question whether mandatory or voluntary closures are in keeping with the proposed.
regulations, and thelOth Circuit Court of Appeals decision in Public Lands Council v.
Babbitt, 929 F.Supp. The mandatory closures due to conflicts with other uses should be
carefully considered, and all attempts made to proyide for the forage needs of the
dependent operators. Tt seems clear under current direction that suitable grazing land
should be offered according to priority to qualified applicants. Uses such as “reserve
forage allotments” will not be permitted under the revised regulations., For some areas,
such as near La Pine, there is little or no demand for grazing areas due to lack of water
and marginal economic conditions associated with grazing. While we understand some
environmental groups seek to buy permits to retire them, this is specifically prohibited
under the proposed regulations in keeping with Public Lands Council v. Babbitt, op cit.

OHV - We believe that recreational use of QHV is a growing and legitimate use of
many, but certainly not all areas of our public lands. In general, we support the direction
contained in alternative 7, which attempted to work out resource conflicts with OHV uses
by separating uses and designating motorized trail systems and specific areas where OHV
recreation can occur. At the same time, we find that OHV use potentially can be one of

. the most destructive uses of public lands if it is not carefully controfled and managed.
Unfortunately, many of the commercial advertisements for OHV’s are irresponsible,
depicting SUV’s, 4-wheelers and other vehicles traversing streams, wetlands, mountain
terrain and other sensitive environments simply as a challengmg acuVLty, and ignoring
the potential effects on plants and animals. This carries over to many in the user
communlty

We 1”ecogmze that many riders/drivers are responsible, and avoid sensitive areas and
follow the rules. We'also know that many of the organized groups and associations
pramote responsible behavior, and work with the agencies to provide enJoyable outdoor
experience and protect the environment. And we also believe that OHV use is-an activity
that has grown rapidly in the past few years, and is largely uncontrolled across the public
lands and National Forests in central Oregon. Given the dual potential for a) providing
some outstanding recreational activities and b) damaging lands and di srupting
populations of plants and animals, a most important focus of this plan needs to be on
clear management direction and well-implemented and enforceable management tools.

We have littie reason to believe the BLM has the financial or staffing ability 1o
implement the major changes envisioned by Alternative 7. It calls for reducing or
eliminating use in some areas and constructing extensive networks of new and loop trails
in other areas. On its face, this sounds good, but what assurances exist that the trail and
area closures can be enforced or regulated? The DEIS contains no clear monitoring plan
describing how it will be determined how well natural resource and OHYV objectives are
being me, or what happens if they are not achieved. Without the reduction in use that is
called for in some areas, the problems will simply be expanded by opening or improving
other areas, which has been the history of the Millican OHV area. We recommend that a
Cooperative Agreement, with funding by BLM, be developed with the Crook County
Sheriff to fund additional patrols, including OHV patrols in key areas to increase
enforcement. This is particularly needed to reduce violations of State law, such as



littering, vehicle operation and registration, and wildlife harassment (this has been
reported to ODFW/OSP/BLM}

Further, we would urge that the closures and other regulation changes be implemented
and monitored before extensive investment in new development. Citizen/user groups
should be involved in monitoring to bring transparency to the decision-making process.

Last, we noted that the definition of “non~motorized recreation emphasis” on page 33 is
poorly worded and not understandable. '

" Social and Economic — The DEIS is deficient in identifying the costs and benefits of the

various alternatives as they apply to Crook County. While there is some information

~ about the different socio/economic conditions applicable to Deschutes County and Crook

County, there seems to be little explanation about how those Counties are affected by the

separate alternatives. Crook County has shown recent growth along with our neighbors,

but our values remain largely rural and agrarian. Protection of open spaces, local

businesses, and family are important, and separate us from our rapidly growing

neighbors. We will never have the kinds of recreation developments as those year-round

large scale opportunities near Bend, such as ski areas and other winter sports

developments, mountaineering, etc. Prineville Reservoir is our major destination

recreation area, and we have supported certain continued development in that area. But

by and large, the citizens of Crook County and other users tend towards more

undeveloped uses including fishing, hunting, and firewood gathering, hiking, driving for v_
pleasure and OHYV use. ; , , e

Unemployment in Crook County is among the highest in the State, and it would be
helpful to show how the various alternatives contribute to the creation of jobs,
particularly in the contracting area.

Management of Invasive Junipers — We support the juniper control work proposed in
Alternative 7, but prefer to see management of old-growth juniper on the basis of stands
and not individual trees. For example, in treating invasive juniper to restore suitable
habitat for sage grouse, we recommend removal of all trees in the treated area to reduce
perch trees for predatory birds. Leaving trees of “old-growth form” in those areas
reduces the effectiveness of the restored habitat. -

There are many areas where treatment of juniper for restoration, firewood harvest, or any
other purpose will be economically and/or physically impractical. Those are largely the
isolated patches or rim rock type habitats where older juniper frequently occurs, and-
management for old stands is logical in those areas. Given the extensive acreages of
invasive juniper in Crook County, priority areas chosen for restoration should be treated
to minimize juniper stems of all sizes and age classes.

Millican Road — While this road decision was removed from the EIS process by
legislative direction, the BLM needs to be aware and plan for the changes in use that will
develop once the reconstruction and paving is completed. Granted there will be



extensive truck traffic on the route, but increasing numbers of recreationists of all kind
will likely use the more easily accessible area for hunting, rock-hounding, hiking, biking,
OHYV, etc. This could increase conflicts with wintering game populations and special
species such as sage grouse. Impacts and changing management conditions from this
improved transportation facility does not seem adequately considered in the DEIS.

Firearm Use — We support the EIS direction to reduce indiscriminate shooting in areas
close to population development. Another step that might be taken would be the creation
of'a local rifle/shotgun range close to Prineville through special use permit or
concessionaire. The Redmond Gun Club is relatively close and available, but having a
local range might reduce some of the dispersed plinking, and increase. safety of public
lands users.

Garbage Damping — Dumping of garbage is a perennial problem on public lands, and
part of our concern about inadequate levels of funding and staffing for enforcement.
Several considerations should be made to reduce this abuse. Cooperative funding for the

Crook County Sheriff to increase patrol density would help, since garbage dumping is a
violation of both federal and state laws. The County has indicated a willingness to set up
a “free dump” day at the County landfill in conjunction with organized clean-up efforts
for the public lands. There is opportunity to use inmates from the local youtli .
correctional facility for clean-up under agreement with the BLM to extend the clean-up
efforts. Educational efforts to make people aware of the extent of dumping should be
undertaken, Partnerships with local companies should be undertaken to remove larger
metal dumps, such as refrigerators, old cars, etc. Once cleaned, efforts should be made to
restrict access to the moreheavily abuséed areas. In some cases such as the Crooked
River corridor, volunteer groups could pick up and consolidate trash to be removed by
helicopters during fire crew training. We recommend increased emphasis and direction
for protecting our public lands from this obnoxious type of v101at10n

Tr:msportfutmn System Planning — The planning area is heavﬂy roaded by all levels of
routes, ranging from collector systems to usef created “ways.” This extensive road
system reduces the effectiveness of wildlife management attempts, and we encourage the
BLM to consider seasonal and area closures and other techniques to reduce the conflicts
with wildlife. Achieving the desired habitat effectiveness of 70% on many key areas will
- be difficult or impossible without further access restrictions.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Upper Deschutes Resource
Management Plan DEIS. Our committee remains very interested in the outcomes of this
plan and potential effects on customs, culture and economy of our County. We hope to
be further involved as the work proceeds toward a final EIS and decision, and would
offer to help convene and/or work directly with other affected interests in considering
responses to substantive comments and resolving issues. :
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RECEIVED o ot

JAN 2 1 2004
U.S. Dept. of Interior - . BLM PRINEVILLE
Bureau of Land Management S DISTRICT

3050 NE Third Street
Prineville, OR 97754

Attn: Teal Purrington
Re: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

We own property along the Middle Deschutes adjacent to a parcel of BLM land
in the vicinity of Odin Falls. Mr. Parker Johnstone, an adjacent neighbor of ours
and | met with Mr. Greg Currie of your office to relay our knowledge of the
present use of the BLM lands in our area and the problems we have as a result
of that use.

The BLM land referred to is a dumping ground for trash and debris, a party area
for the use of drugs and alcohol, shooting in an area that is posted "No
Shooting", illegal hunting, trespass onto private property, destruction of private
property, and overnight camping, to mention a few of the problems.

We strongly support the designation of the BLM area adjacent to us as no
motorized vehicles, the fencing and blockmg of obvious access locations for
vehicles, no hunting and shooting, no.camping and day use only B

As relayed o Mr. Currie, we have the equipment and materials fo assist BLM in
completing some of the work necessary to help deter the violations of the
designations for the BLM property which we support.

We are always available for consultation with your staff as desired. -

Yours truly, : ‘
£ [ACTION INFO ()

Susan & Gary McCabe oV

5110 NW 83rd Street ASSOC. DM

Redmond, OR 97756

541/50450039 420-1250 | TR FANGER

cc: Elaine Marquis Brong, State Director o B T SERvICES
Oregon/Washington BLM o 0
333 SW Ist Avenue v
Portland, OR. 97201 FIRE & AVIATION
Barron Bail, District Manager ,Ai .
Prineville District BLM . . CENTRAL OREGON |
3050 NE Third St. ‘ _ '

Prineville, OR 97754 ' ' e
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Comment Form

For public input on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

Today's Date: éZB‘ZQé—- -
Your name (pledse print): ary L. <

Representing (put an X in one box only):
X self only, or
(1 business, organization, or agency (11st)

: : a—J - ,Ec,./mwd ors
Street Addsess, State, and ZIP: 500 stow. £3% o7 (oo fFox 1743) " 7775
PhOﬁe: Q"‘ﬂ) So4003F | E—mail:‘eﬁ Zz.g.r/:hoo’_c-:’ ("-'.:7112'67‘—- Ca m

Important Privacy Notice: All written comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for
public review upon request, and may be published by the BLM during the planning process. However, as an
individual you can ask us to withhold your name and address. All submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be

‘made-available for public inspection in their entirety. If you checked “self only” above, and would like us to

thhhold your name, putan X in thxs box: 0.

n/#;-é'/ﬂ—'J /jr b

Comments: 7/, . ;2 see e

Continue your comments on the back of this page, or on additional pages
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| RECENED

Bureau of Land Management 3 - JAN 2 2 2004
ATT: Teal Purrington . : 1 PRINEVILLE
3050 NE 3rd St. - B R

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on record as supportive of
motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how an interim
policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects our sport and the users as
there are no assurances BLM will ever have the resources to put together a designated
frail system in the areas proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Jumper Woodlands will negatwely
impact a proposed trall system. -

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no motorized
opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a mistake. There is use

occurring in those areas currently, where will that use go? Especially for the Lapine and
Prineville residents. —e

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment listed at
$18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the severe limitations to OHV
use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of the land and for
a designated trail system that will succeed. By micromanaging your areas and attempting
to put separate frails in for several different uses in the same areas we feel the
management will fail and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print 'Name‘ /W[;/ ol A
~ Address W@f— 54\) H ([5[3010 HL&DL/ LL&/(GID(%@, OR Q72s

Slgned
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Mike Williams . To: Teal Purrington/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI@BLM

N .. cc: Mollie Chaudet/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI@BLM
= 01/22/2004 03:13 PM Subject: Late comment and add to Mailing list -
Ed Ensley
63505 Bridle Ln.

Bend OR 97701

Called to Say that he supported closing the Badlandsto motorized travel. | said that his comments would
not be included in the comment analysis but that other people had made the same comment so his point
of view wouldn't be ignored. 1also told him that | would forward his comment and put him on the mailing
list. '

Mike Williams

Writer/Editor :
Bureau of Land Management,
Prineville District



"Shaylor Murray " " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gbv>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampmn
s.com> cC
12/18/2003 04:07 PM bee
Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Orlglnal Message~~-~--

From: pgilbert@guick.com [mailto: pgllbert@qulck com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 11:34 AM

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(pgilbert@gquick.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 14:34:29

‘name: Dale Gilbert
address: P.0O. Box 351 Redmond, OR 97756

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an ‘interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas————" ~ —
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that prov1d1ng no
- motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use 1s increasging approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use ig not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV usé on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use ‘of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will £ail
and ultimately our use will suffer Ffurther restrictioms.

Submit: Submit
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"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.gov>, <brjoani@ao!.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion

s.com> i cc

12/18/2003 04:07 PM bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Orlglnal Message~---- : .
From: steven.eldridge@office.xerox.com )
[mailto:steven.eldridge@office.xerox.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 11:39 AM

To: shaylor@realestatechamplons com

Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(steven.eldridge@office.xerox.com) on Thursday, December 18 2003 at
14:38:48 CL

name: Steve Eldridge
addréss: 7405 SW 172nd Ave. Beaverton, OR 97007

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an 1nter1m policy—will: be -implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Junlper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
I do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville.residents.
The use of these areas are increasing approximately 20% annually with sales
of OHV equlpment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated traill system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas I feel the management will fail and
" ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " ‘ To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shayIor@realestatechamplon
s.com> cc
12/18/2003 04:07 PM bee
Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Origingl Message-----

From: arrowthwreverizon.net [mallto:arrowthwreverizon.net]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 12:15 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com

Subiject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
{(arrowthwreverizon.net) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 15:15:12

name: Rob Fleming ' ‘
address: 8024 se 282nd ave.GreshamORS7080-35007

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregom.
The preferred alternative BIM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our -sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that prov1d1ng no
motorized opportunltles at Prineville Reservoilir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where w1ll that
use go? Espe01ally for the Lapine and Primeville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billicn annually &#8211; the increasing use is not reflected
in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

<shaylor@realestatechampion f .

s.com> cc

12/18/2003 04:07 PM "~ bee , : ' l
Subject FW: COMAC and BLM.

~ --=---Original Message-----
From: jimsmitheclearfreight.com [mailto:jimsmitheclearfreight.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 11:26 AM
To: shaylor@realestatechamplons com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(jimsmithe@clearfreight.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 14:25:47

name: James D Smith
address: 5310 SW Chinook Ct Lake Oswego OR 97035

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system—in-the areas:
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively, impact a proposed trail system. .
We do not support the closure of the-Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
—use go? Espec1a11y for the Lapine and Prineville residents.
Qur use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equlpment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
gsevere limitations to OHV use on BLM land. '
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail sgystem that will succeed. By
micromanaging vour areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the game areag we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit
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"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com> cc
12/18/2003 04:07 PM bec

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Original Message-----

From: andrea@realestatechampions.com
[mailto:andrea@redlestatechampions. com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 12:09 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by |
(andrea@realestatechampions.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 15:08:45

name: Andrea Erickson
' address: 853 S.W. Hill st Bend Or 97702

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport-and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively. impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Regervoir and the Lapine area ig a __
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BIM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit
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"Shaylor Murray " ' To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com> . cc
12/18/2003 04:07 PM bee

' Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Orlglnal Message—-———

From: skibunnie007@yahoo.com [mailto:skibunnief07@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 12:10 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechamplons com

Subject COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
{skibunnieO07@yahco.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 15:10:01

name: christine rio

address: 2865 Spring Meadows Dr bozeman mt , 59715

P
comment : As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BIM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas —_—
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Junlper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for th& Lapine and Prineville residents. -
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment

‘listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the

severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail den51ty to allow for the best use. of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management w111 fail
and ultlmately our use will suffer further restrlctlons

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " - To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion , '
s.com> ) cc
12/18/2003 04:07 PM bee .
Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Original Message~---- )

From: mwhitellil2@hotmail.com [mailto:mwhitelll2@Hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 12:23 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM

¢

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(mwhitelll2@hotmail.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 15:23:05

name: Mike White

address: 13900 NW Laldlaw Rd, Portland CR, 97229

comment As a concerned 01tlzen and recreationist I would like to be on -
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BIM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM ig propesing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. Thig interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a de51gnated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Junlper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible rocad trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit
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"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion

s.com> cc |

12/18/2003 04:07 PM bce

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Original Message—————

From: brenner7l@msn.com [mailto: brenner71@msn com]

Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 12:53 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM . '

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(brenner7l@msn.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 15:53:06

name: Scott Charlton
address: 15303 SE Meadow Park Dr

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on -
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BILM will ever have the

resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas

proposed.The aggressive vegetation management din Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a |
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our usge is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By .
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com> cc
12/18/2003 04:07 PM bce
' Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Original Message-----

From: TawmN@aol.com [mailto:TawmNe@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 1:37 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
- (TawmN@aol.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 16:37:09

name: T. Niemela
address: 1101 SE 53rd Court, Hillsboro, OR, 97123

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BIM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas e
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system. )

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a .
mistake. .There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents:

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land. .

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Mumray " ' To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion

s.com> cc

12/18/2003 04:07 PM bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

\

————— Original Message-----
From: dan@realestatechampions.com [mailto:dan@realestatechampions. com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 2:58 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(dan@realestatechampions.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 17:58:11

-t o e e e e e e o e e AR e e e - e e e e e e S e s e et = = e o e e e = e = e =

name: Dan Linn
address: 2670 SW 30th St. Redmond, OR 97756

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BIM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not suppert the closure of the Badlands and feel that prov1d1ng no

,motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a

mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville reésidents. _
Our. use 1s increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equlpment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated - trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting -to designate different trails for
gseveral different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



399

~ "Shaylor Murray " “To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
. <shaylor@reaIestatechamplon )

s.com> cc : : M

12/18/2003 04:07 PM bee
Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Orlglnal Me'ssage--~--- ‘

From: anilson@luhonline.com [mailto:anilson@luhonline.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 2:44 PM '

To: shaylorerealestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM

~ Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by .
{anilson@luhonline.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 17:43:32

name: Ace Nilson
address: 3060 Greenbriar St. Reedsport, OR 97467

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist who often visits and
recreates in Bend, I would like to be on record as supportive of motorized
recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon

' The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM widl-ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that prov1d1ng no
motorized opportunltles at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.
Our use 1s increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually.&#8211; the increasing use is not reflected
‘in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail demsity to alldéw for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By '
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas,we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.
Furthermore this land hras been used for decades by off-road members within
Oregon and surrounding states. By limiting recreation in these areas you
will negitively impact the economics of this region as well.
Why all of the sudden the need for restrictions. This land in question is
suddenly considered pristine wilderness. ***News Flash*** it will still be
considered pristine 50 years from now as we will have continued riding on
this land as we have for the previous 50 years.
Quit bowing to these ENVIORNMENTAL TERRIORSTS!!! Equal access for everyone
is the only answer. We'll share, come on out and enjoy the land...WITH
EVERYONE! ! | _ , \
Please contact me with any further questions or if you have comment.
Sincerely,

Ace Nilson



"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.gov>, <btjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion ,
s.com> cc ,
12/18/2003 04:07 PM bce

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Orlglnal Message~--~--

From: dholl1ngsworth@coworkensport com
[mailto:dhollingsworth@coworkensport.com] : . : :
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 2:02 BM : _ ¥
To: shaylorerealestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(dhollingsworth@coworkensport.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at
17:01:58

name: Dan Hollingsworth
address: 60149 Cheyenune, Bend, OR 97702

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim podlicy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We . do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing-no
‘motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use gov? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

. Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of "OHV equipment
listed at %18 billion annually &#8211; the increasing use iz not reflected
in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areasg and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the game areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " - To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion :
s.com> ce
12/18/2003 04:07 PM ‘ - bee
Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

~----0Original Message—é——é

From: rclaypoole@bhy.net [mailto: rclaypoole@bhy net]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 1:52 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(rclaypoole@bhy.net) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 16:52:21

name: Richard Claypoole
address: 8311 NE Holladay St. Portland, OR 97220

comment:” As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go-? Espec1ally for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion

s.com> ce

12/18/2003 04:07 PM ‘ bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Orlglnal Message~=-~-- .

From: bendorguy@yahoo com [mailto:bendorguy@yahoo. com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 1:48 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechamplons.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
{(bendorguy@yahoo.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 16:47:34

o e i e e e T - . = o e s o o = em e e At e T e e A e e e e e A e e e = e A - -

name: Tom Wirth
address: 21081 Pinehaven Ave. Bend, OR 97702

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as gupportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregomn.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no—assurances BLM will ever have the -
resources to put together a de31gnated trail system in the areas . -
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that prov1d1ng no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use gov? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of CHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe llmltatlons to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



T

"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion
. s.com> cc

12/18/2003 04:07 PM bec -
| Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Original Message---~--

From: dj_t ray@yahoo.com [mailto:dj_t ray@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 2:12 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(dj_t_rayeyahoo.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 17:12:18

name: Tyler Adams
address: 1035 54th St.

comment: Ag a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as gupportivé of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BIM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV eguipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land. .

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions. :

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmb@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion

s.com> cc

12/19/2003 04:18 PM bece

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Original Message-----
From: TawmN@aol.com [mailto:TawmNeaol.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 1:37 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechamplons com
Bubject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(TawmN@aol .com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 .at 16:37:09

name: T. Niemela
address: 1101 SE 53rd Court, Hillsboro, OR, 97123

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BIM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
.our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have—the B
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Junlper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is-use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use gov Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail demnsity to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
geveral different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictioms.

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " : To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.goy>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion ‘
s.com> ce

12/19/2003 04:18 PM “bee -
' Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Original Message----- ]

From: rnstaylor@charter.net [mailto:rnstaylor@charter.net]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 4:15 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechampionsg.com

.Subject: COMAC and BLM '

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(rnstaylor@charter.net) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 19:15:08

name: Ryan L. Taylor
address: 1385 Burbridge Dr.

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM i1s proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be 1mplemented This interim policy greatly affects
regources to put together a des1gnated trall system in the areas
" proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that prov1d1ng no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is_use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at %18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail demsity to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fall
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion

s.com> cc

12/19/2003 04:18 PM bee

Subject FW: COMAG and BLM

————— Original Message-----

From: bc@teleport.com [mailto:bc@teleport.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 4:36 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
{bc@teleport.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 19:36:17
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name: William D Beane
address: 13067 8W 63rd PL Portland, OR 97219

comment: ‘As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport -and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management din Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that.
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected 1n the
‘severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a.-designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

<shaylor@realestatechampion’
s.com> cc -

12/19/2003 04:18 PM bec
' Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Original Message-----

From: electricsheep@cybcon.com [mailto:electricsheep@cybcon.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 5:51 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BILM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(electricsheep@cybcon.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 20:50:29

name: Chris Vincent
address: 13687 S La Rae St. Oregon City OR. 97045

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will-&ver have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas-currently, where will that
use go?  Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use 1s increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampion

s.com> cc

12/19/2003 04:18 PM : bce

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

————— Original Megsage-----

From: buzzmurraylenetzero.com [mailto:buzzmurrayl@netzero.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 7:54 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(buzzmurrayl@netzero.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 &t 22:53:53

néme: Buzz A. Murray
address: 495 SW Liberty Bell Dr. Beaverton, OR 97006

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BIM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggresgive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use-is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations .to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a désignated trail system that will succeed. By
micremanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



"Shaylor Murray " Tb <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.¢om>
<shaylor@realestatechampion '
s.com> cc

12/19/2003 04:18 PM - bee - ,
o " Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

v

————— -Original Message-----

From: cyclegleason@comcast.net [mailto: cyclegleason@comcast net]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 7:40 PM

To: shaylor@realestatechamp1ons com

Subject COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(cyclegleason@comcast .net) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 22:40:06

name: Jeffrey R. Gleascn
address: 7602 SE 112th. Ave. Portland, OR 97266

comment: Az a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as’ supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred altermative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure ‘of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized cpportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake.  There is use occurring in those .areas currently, where will that
use go? Espe01ally for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equlpment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV.use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit . ’ : o



"Shéylor Murray " . To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>
<shaylor@realestatechampmn -
s.com> : cc

12/19/2003 04:18 PM , bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM |

————— -Original Message-----

From: buzzmurrayl@netzero.com [mailto:buzzmurraylenetzero.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 7:58 PM »

To: shaylorerealestatechampions.com

Subject: COMAC and BLM ‘

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(buzzmurrayl@netzero.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 22:57:37

name: Craig E. Stealey’
address: 350 NW 135th Portland, OR 97229

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BIM is proposing does not ‘adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BIM will ever have the
resources to-put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do. not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunltles at Prineville Reservoilr and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that .
use go? Espe01ally for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equlpment
listed at $18 billion annually - the 1ncrea51ng use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. ' By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and vltimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit



